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CURRENT TOPICS. 
Mr. Justice Wricut, who has been on the Continent, is 
expected to resume his sittings in court on Monday next, the 
30th inst. 





WE trust we shall not be considered to be unduly encroaching 
on private matters if we venture to add our congratulations and 
good wishes to those which the Senior Conveyancing Oounsel of 
the Chancery Division received on Sunday last, the anniversary 
of his “diamond” wedding in 1840. Mr. Arnrour Burrows 
must have a lengthy retrospect, not only of married life, but also 
of conveyancing practice and changes in the law. He was born, 
we believe, somewhere about 1812; was called to the bar in 
1836, and was appointed one of the conveyancing counsel to the 
court about 1877; and, at the age of something like 88 years, 
he is still the “grand old man” of that select and learned 


body. 


Tue Arpxat uist for the ensuing sittings contains in the whole 
298 appeals, as against 328 at the commencement of the Hilary 
Sittings and 264 a year ago—shewing no oe a in 
clearing off ap during the last three months’ sitting. 
There are 112 from the Chan Division and 130 from the 
Queen’s Bench Division, about the same numbers as at the 
vere sage the se i - . The Workmen’s mi 
pensation ap num 13 only, as against 38 at the 
commencement of the Hilary Sittings. 








Ir 18 naturally in the Chancery Division lists that the greatest 
reduction occurs. The total causes and matters for hearing in 
that division amount only to 334, as against 462 at the com- 
mencement of the Hilary Sittings, and 618 a year ago. If this 
process continues we shall have the lists of cases ready for trial 
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THE ARRANGEMENTS made by the judges of the Chancery 
Division for the trial of witness actions are as follows: Mr. 
Justice Srrative will take his witness list for the fortnight, 
beginning on Tuesday, the Ist of May, and will sit continuously 
(Monday, the 7th of May, excepted), until Saturday, the 12th of 
May. Mr. Justice Kexewicn will take his witness list on days 
announced in the daily cause list. Mr. Justice Byrne will take his 
witness list for the fortnight, beginning on Tuesday, the 15th of 
May, and sit continuously (Monday, the 21st of May, excepted), 
until Saturday, fhe 26th of May. Mr. Justice Cozzns-Harpy 
will take his witness list for the fortnight, beginning on Tuesday, 
the 1st of May, and sit continuously (Monday, the 7th of May, 
excepted), until Saturday, the 12th of May. 





Tue Srcrerary of the Incorporated Law Society acquaints us 
that he is informed by the secretary to the Estate Duty Depart- 
ment, Somerset House, that instructions (Form A-2*) have been 
issued by that department shewing the alterations in estate 
duty effected by the Finance Act, 1900, which received the 
royal assent on the 9th inst. It is stated that copies of the 
form can be obtained at that office, at the offices of collectors of 
Inland Revenue in England and Wales, and at Money Order 
Post Offices in England and Wales outside the Metropolitan 
Postal District. Also that revised forms of Inland Revenue 
affidavits and estate duty accounts will shortly be issued, and 
that in the meantime the existing forms should be adapted 
where necessary. 





In 4 TELEGRAM sent by Mr, CuamBerR.arn to the Governors of 
New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland, South Australia, and 
Tasmania on the 5th inst., and issued by the Colonial Office for 
publication on the 23rd inst., the reasons against clause 74 of 
the Australian Commonwealth Bill are very clearly stated, and 
as the Australian Premiers have virtually assented to the 
clause being modified by the British Parliament, there is every 
probability of the proposed restriction on the right of appeal to 
the Privy Council being abandoned. What that restriction is 
we pointed out last week. Under the Bill as brought from 
Australia the chance of appealing to the Privy Council is pre- 
served in all ordinary matters of litigation, but clause 74 forbids 
an appeal “‘in any matter involving the interpretation of this 
constitution or of the constitution of a State, unless the public 
interests of some part of her Majesty’s dominions, other than the 
Commonwealth ora State, are involved.” The term ‘ public 
interests” is, as Mr. CHAMBERLAIN points out, so vague and 
indefinite as to leave uncertainty in a matter where precision 
is of the first importance, and he anticipates that increased litiga- 
tion, due to application for leave to appeal, and the multiplica- 
tion of arguable points on appeal, will be the result. But this 
objection, though important, is inferior in weight to the second 
and third reasons which Mr. CuamBzRLaAin assigns. These are 
that by the proposed restriction a most important link of 
Empire well be seriously impaired, and that the highest 
tribunal would be shut out exactly where, in the interests of 
the Australian Commonwealth, it would be most useful. 
“Tt can scarcely,” says Mr. CnampBertain, “be to the 
interests of Australia that in important questions as to 
boundaries between powers of Commonwealth and States 
the final decision should not lie with the highest tribunal 
of the Empire, beyond suspicion of local bias or predilection.” 
It is not going too far to say that in the future the power of 
the Imperial Court of Appeal to entertain appeals on points of 
constitutional law may be one of the strongest marks of the 
unity of the British Empire, and the Government are to be 
congratulated on the firm stand they have taken. 





Nor THE East interesting point in Mr. CuAmpeRiam’s 
telegram to the Australian Governors is the intimation it conveys 
that the Government have under consideration a Bill for the 
amalgamation of the Privy Council with the House of Lords. 
He remarks that the proposed restriction on the right of appeal 
is specially inopportune at the moment when her Majesty’s 
Government “‘ are considering the terms of a Bill for enhancin 
the dignity and promoting the efficiency of the J adicial 








Committee by practically amalgamating it with the House of 
Lords, and providing for adequate permanent representation of 
the great colonies in a new court which it is proposed to create,” 
It is satisfactory to note that the Australian Premiers in their 
answer to Mr. Onamseruarn’s telegram, while maintaining 
their own Bill by observing that in their opinion the appeal 
clause, as framed, could not work injuriously to any part of the 
Empire, observe that ‘the proposed new Court of Appeal for the 
Empire would doubtless present attractions to the people of 
Australia.” In an interesting letter from Mr. Monracug 
CrackanTHorPE, Q.C., which appeared in the Times of the 26th 
inst. the procedure of the House of Lords was contrasted with that 
of the Judicial Committee very much to the disadvantage of the 
former. Probably the writer of the letter would not stand alone in 
his objection to the absorption of the Judicial Committee in the 
House of Lords were that the only change in contemplation, 
As a mere matter of convenience, doubtless appeals are better 
heard at the Privy Council than in the House of Lords. The 
defects of the latter as a court are patent to everyone who has 
business there, and they have only been tolerated out of respect 
to constitutional tradition. Now, however, that a change is to 
be made, it is to be hoped that the position of both tribunals 
will be entirely altered, and this is only to be anticipated from 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN’s definite statement that a ‘new court”’ is to 
be created. The House of Lords is only a court by accident, 
and since the lay element was excluded from its judiciary, its 
use as a court has been without meaning. The new court should 
be fashioned without regard to the precedents of either of the 
tribunals which it is to replace, and should be dealt with purely 
as a court of law. Only in this way can an Imperial Court of 
Appeal be satisfactorily constituted. 





Tue pecisions on the form of notice of breach required by 
section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, to be given by a 
landlord are in a rather embarrassing state. In Horsey Estate 
(Limited) v. Steiger (47 W. R. 644; 1899, 2 Q. B. 79) the Court 
of Appeal, by the judgment of the Lord Chief Justice, held a 
notice bad which stated breaches of two conditions—(1) against 
entering into liquidation, (2) breach of covenant to repair. The 
first breach was established, the second breach was not estab- 
lished. The ground taken by the court was, that the notice 
combining a claim for repairs prevented the lessees from 
considering their position, or making terms, as they might have 
done if the valid available breach alone had been named in the 
notice. This case is referred to by Sriruine, J., in Jacob v. 
Down (ante, p. 378), and the reasoning appears to be in 
substance that of Krexewion, J., in Re Serle (46 W. R. 440; 
1898, 1 Ch. 652), That learned judge held that the notice 
could not be saved because a part of it was good, though that 
part related to a breach of a distinct covenant. The objections 
to this mode of testing the notice are these: (1) The landlord 
can evade it by serving a separate notice for every separate 
covenant broken ; (2) it is in the tenant’s power to judge 
whether any apes of the notice is unfounded, and whether any 
alleged breach cannot be made out. This was pointed out by 
Bucxuzy, J., in Pannell vy. City of London Brewery Co. (48 W. BR. 
264; 1900, 1 Ch. 496). He regarded the decision in Horsey 
Estate (Limited) v. Steiger as to be supported on a second ground 
mentioned in the judgment—namely, that the notice was dated 
only two days before the landlord issued his writ. He con- 
sidered the court to have meant, not that the notice was bad, but 
that the proceedings on it were bad. Mr. Justice Bucxiezy’s 
view commends itself as sensible, and is supported by the 
principle of the case (Lock v. Pearce, 41 W. R. 369; 1893, 2 Ch. 
271) before the Court of Appeal in 1893, where a notice was not 
invalidated for including an untenable claim for payment of the 
surveyor’s and solicitor’s charges. So with regard to recent 
alleged breaches of a covenant to repair, Riotzy, J., in 
Matihews v. Usher (68 L. J. Q. B. 988) recently held that a 
notice was not vitiated through claiming to have work done 
some of which possibly would not fall upon the tenant on the 
proper construction of the covenant, It was for the tenant to 
distinguish the work which he was legally required todo. At 
the same time, in the face of the terms of the Lord Ohief 
Justice’s judgment, it would appear that the only safe course 
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for a landlord where there is doubt as to any of the breaches 
which he proceeds upon, is to serve a separate notice with regard 
to such Tociah. All the cases agree in requiring that the 
notice of a breach to be good must point out with sufficient 
articularity what the tenant is required to do, and to this rule 
voKLEY, J., referred the decision in Re Serle. 





A RECENT newspaper rumour has caused a question upon the law 
relating to bigamy to be frequently asked. Wedo not desire to 
express any opinion on the matter as bearing on the above- 
mentioned rumour, of the truth of which we know nothing ; but 
there can be no harm in attempting a reply to the question, 
which may be stated thus: A. B. is an Englishman having a 
wife living. A. B. goes to a foreign country, and, after a 
residence there, obtains a divorce from his wife in the local court 
of justice, for a cause for which he would not be entitled to a 
divorce in this country. He then goes through a form of 
marriage in the foreign country with another woman, which 
form, according to the law of that country, constitutes a 
valid marriage. On returning to England, can A. B. be 
convicted of bigamy? By 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100, s. 57, it is 
provided that whosoever, being married, shall marry any other 
person during the life of the former husband or wife, whether 
the second marriage shall have taken place in England or 
Treland or elsewhere, shall be guilty of felony.” It appears, 
therefore, that the fact that the second marriage took place in 
a foreign country would be no defence if the marriage was one 
which, but for the fact that the first wife is alive, would be 
considered a valid marriage in England. Now, by the 
law of England, according to Lord Brovenam in Warrender 
v. Warrender (2 Ol. & F. 488), ‘a marriage good by the 
laws of one country, is held good in all others where the ques- 
tion of its validity may arise. For the question always must be : 
Did the parties intend to contract marriage? And if they did 
that which in the place they were in is deemed a marriage, they 
cannot reasonably, or sensibly, or safely, be considered other- 
wise than as intending a marriage contract.” Hence, if A. B. 
went through a regular form of marriage in the foreign 
country he seems, so far, or primd facie, to have brought 
himself within the statute. The statute, however, contains 
a proviso that nothing therein shall ‘‘extend to any person 
who, at the time of such second marriage, shail have 
been divorced from the bond of the first marriage.” Would 
the courts of this country, under the above circumstances, 
hold that A. B. has been divorced from the bond of his first 
marriage? The answer to this may probably be found in the 
judgment of the Privy Council in Le Mesurier v. Le Mesurier 
(1895, A. ©. 517), from which it appears that the question 
resolves itself into one of domicil. If the person who has 
obtained the divorce had at the time a bond fide domicil in the 
foreign country whose courts ronounced the decree, then the 
English courts will accept the decree as valid, even though it was 
obtained for a cause for which it could not have been obtained 
in this country. If, however, the person merely resided in the 
foreign country for the purpose of obtaining a divorce which he 
could not get here, residing such a time as by the law of the 
foreign country gave its courts jurisdiction to grant a divorce, 
the English courts will not accept the decree as valid. Hence 
the question whether A. B. could be convicted of bigamy seems 
to depend on whether, at the time he obtained the divorce, he 
had acquired a bond fide domicil in the foreign country. 
The burden of proving this would, presumably, be upon the 
accused. It would not be sufficient for him to prove that he 
had resided any particular time in the foreign ate or that 
he had acquired a so-called matrimonial domicil. @ would, 
probably, have to prove, by evidence other than his own word, 
that he had permanently abandoned his English domicil and 
had iatiehed | to make his permanent home in the foreign 
country. As soon as ever we get on this question of domicil, we 
are on very uncertain ground, and it is somewhat a 
Parliament has never seen fit to deal exhaustively with the 
subject of foreign divorces of English persons. 





p: 378, mentioned above). By a lease for twenty-one years granted 
in 1893, the lessees were — to pull down four houses on 
the demised premises, they covenanted within twelve 
months to erect other buildings as in the covenant specified at 
a cost of not less than £2,500. The lessees also covenanted 
‘at all times during the said term to keep the said messuages 
and premises so to be erected as aforesaid in good and sub- 
stantial repair.” The new buildings were not erected within 
the twelve months or at all, and in June, 1895, the lessor 
complained to the lessee of the breach of covenant, and subse- 
quently served a notice under section 14 of the Conveyancing 
Act, setting out the building covenant only, and requiring the 
lessee to remedy the breach of that covenant. Unless, however, 
the building covenant was to be treated as a continuing cove- 
nant, the breach had been waived by the receipt of rent 
subsequently due, and as the learned judge was against this 
view, and held that the covenant could be broken once only, the 
lessor was driven to rely on the covenant to repair. There is 
at first sight an inco ity in making a lessee liable on his 
covenant to repair buildings which have never been erected, and 
from liability to erect which he has been released by the lessor’s 
own conduct. But in Bennett v. Herring (6 W. R. 87, 3 C. B. 
N. 8. 370), under similar circumstances, the covenant to keep in 
repair was allowed to supplement a covenant to build. There a 
lease contained a covenant within two months to complete two 
houses already partly erected, and also a covenant to repair. The 
houses were not finished. An assignee of the reversion was not 
allowed to take advantage of the former covenant, since the 
breach was complete before the assignment, but he was held to 
be entitled on the covenant to repair. The only difference 
between that case and the present seems to be that in the 
present the houses liad not been erected at all. But the differ- 
ence was not enough to found a distinction upon, and Srrr.ive, 
J., held that the lessee was liable under the covenant to repair. 
Since, however, the notice under section 14 did not refer to the 
—— it was insufficient, and the lessor’s action consequently 





THE ABSENCE of a right of appeal in proceedings which, 
although they have little of the criminal element about them, 
are technically “criminal matters,” often obliges litigants to 
rest content with a doubtful decision upon important questions 
of law. In Reg. v. Sheil, which came before the Court of 
Appeal on the 25th inst., the London County Council made an 
ill-advised and ineffectual attempt to get rid of a decision of this 
kind. The question at issue was whether a public-house is a 
building “‘ used in part for purposes of trade or manufacture, and 
in part as a dwelling-house,” within the meaning of section 74 of 
the London Building Act, 1894, so as to make it necessary that the 
approaches to the part used as a dwelling-house should be con- 
structed of fire-resisting materials. This question had been 
decided against the contention of the county council in Carrité v. 
Godson (1899, 2 Q. B. 193) by Day and Lawranog, JJ., in a case 
stated by a metropolitan police magistrate in a criminal matter. 
In the present case proceedings were taken by the county council 
under section 150 of the same Act with a view of bringing the same 
question to a further test. The magistrate, very naturally, held 
that he was bound by Carritt v. Godson, and declined to state 
acase. The county council then attempted to compel him by 
mandamus to state a case: but by section 33 of the Summary 
Jurisdiction Act, 1874, a magistrate can only be required to state 
a case on the ground that his decision is erroneous in point of 
law or in excess of jurisdiction. The latter ground was obviously 
unavailable, and it was clear also that he had decided in 
accordance with the law as laid down in the decision of a 
= court. The application for a mandamus therefore 








On Wednesday the first meeting of the creditors of Richard Cormick, 
described as'a solicitor, of 36, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, and of Collett- 

Ware, was held. The debtor, says the Zimes, states that he was admii 

in 1893. He asserts that he is not insolvent, and attributes his present 
osition to an impending execution at his residence and to extra in 
ving. The statement of affairs discloses liabilities £18,803, of which 
£4,265 are expected to rank, and an estimated surplus in assets of £608. 
The meeting was adjourned to enable the debtor to submit a proposal to 





Aw INTERESTING point upon the effect of a covenant to keep 
in repair was decided by Srratuve, J., in Jacob v. Down (ante, 
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“PART OF A PARCEL.” 

Mr. Justice Kexewicn has disturbed the equanimity of con- 
veyancers by his decision in the case of Re Newell and Noevill’s 
Contract (48 W.R. 181; 1900, 1 Ch. 90), where he held that 
the Settled Land Act, 1882, does not authorize a tenant to lease 
for building purposes the surface of land without the minerals. 
We gave reasons for dissenting from the decision (ante, p. 290), 
but it may be well to return to the subject. 

Conveyancers have not, it is believed, been in the habit at 
any time of inserting in powers to grant either occupation or 
building leases—leases the grantees of which seldom need the 
use of more than the surface with sufficient support of it—any 
express authority to demise the surface without the minerals. 
Nor have they hesitated, in exercising such powers, to make 
leases for building or occupation pu with an exception 
from the demise of the minerals under the surface (5 Dav. 
Conv. (2nd ed., 1864), 150, 157). Nor since 1882 have 
they doubted whether the Settled Land Act, 1882, enabled 
a tenant for life to make such a lease as that which 
it has now been laid down he is incompetent to make. 
The decision, therefore, has created a shock. It suggests that 
many leases, supposed to be perfectly valid, are unsound, and 
that, besides the statutory power of a tenant for life, many other 
powers are incompetent to enable the donees to exercise them as 
they often need to exercise them. The interests thus affected 
are many, and of great value. 

Before proceeding, it should be noted that a lessee has not 
generally any other interest in the substrata of his land than the 
support they give to the surface. If land be demised without 
mentioning mines, the lessee is not entitled to dig mines and win 
the minerals (Co. Lit. 543; Clegg v. Rowland, L. R. 2 Eq. 160). 
Hence, in most cases, an express exception from a lease 
of the minerals withholds from him nothing of value 
which he would have acquired by a lease of the 
land without mentioning the minerals. The exception, 
however, would prevent his acquiring the tenancy of the 
minerals which a lease of the land without mentioning the 
minerals would have given him. Moreover, the powers of 
leasing usually inserted in settlements before 1883 almost 
always prohibited the donee from authorizing a lessee to 
commit waste. The power in the Settled Land Act, indeed, 
does not contain such a prohibition; but the omission was 
probably designed to disembarrass the tenant for life of 
unnecessary restrictions with reference to waste of small 
importance rather than to enable him to entitle a lessee to 
appropriate timber or minerals of great value. It is conceived 
that since the Act, as well as before it, any such employment of 
the power would have been regarded as an abuse of an authority 
which is fiduciary (Settled Land Act 1882, s. 53). In this 
state of the ancient and still existing law, the framers of powers 
of a and of leases made in exercise of them would rather 
have looked for evidence that they might demise minerals than 
for evidence that they might except them from a building or 
occupation lease. 

Mr. Justice Kexewicu founded his judgment, that a buildin 
lease which purported to be made under the Settled Lan 
Act but excepted the minerals was invalid, upon (1) the 
proposition that it is not correct tos of a mere horizontal 
stratum as a separate part of the land and capable of 
being s tely demised, and (2) upon the omission from 
section 17 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, of building and 
occupation leases. For his proposition of law the learned 
j referred to a statement by Mr. Justice Lrrrtepatz, 

e in the case of Dayrell y. Hoare (1840, 12 Ad. & El. 356). 
One by Lord Chief Justice Bzsr in the great case of Cholmeley 
v. Parton (1827, 3 Bing. 207, 213) does not appear to have 
been cited in the recent case; but the part of the judg- 
ment in which it was imbedded was quoted by Sir Joun 
Romitty, M.R., as expressing the principle of his judgment in 
Buckley v. Howell (1861, 29 Beav. 546). e Master of the Rolls, 
however, did not make any reference to the remark of Ohief 
Justice Best about to be considered. 

The remark was: “They cannot sell part of a parcel.” It 
was madein 1827. In 1840 Mr. Justice Lrrrizpatz said: “ The 
demise must be of the whole which covers the part demised. . . . 
I think the grant bad on the simple ground that the entirety in 








the particular part is not demised.” In 1899 Mr. Justice 
KexEwicu said that, as he understood the law recognized by the 
Legislature in the Confirmation of Sales Act, 1862—an Act 

assed in consequence of the above referred to case of Buckley v. 

owell—“ it is not correct to speak of a mere horizontal stratum 
as a separate part of the land and capable of being separately 
demised,” and again “the phrase ‘any part thereof’ must be 
taken in its sense—that is,so many square feet of 
surface, and the whole of that is not demised if the minerals 
are excepted.” A growth in these successive dicta is perceptible, 
but if those of Chief Justice Best and Mr. Justice DALE 
expressed the reasons for the decisions in making which they 
were uttered, it might be difficult to deny that Mr. Justice 
KExEwi0n’s statements of the law were unauthorized. Those 
statements d and make explicit the propositions of his 
predecessors, but of his fruit their words appear to contain 
the germ. Yet it is startling to find in that expansion the 
pro ition which seems to mean that a horizontal stratum of 

cannot be separately demised. 

Let us now consider ie prepeeiin of law in its character of 
an interpretation of English words. The phrase of which it is 
an interpretation is ‘‘land or any part thereof.” Its interpre- 
tation of ‘‘ part” in that phrase is ‘“‘a part divided vertically 
and not horizontally from the rest of the land.” It interprets 
‘‘ part” alone as having the meaning of “ part” qualified in 
the i ages manner; but e oes a the 
interpretation. It does qualify “ ut by “any,” and not 
age words in the interpretation” Obviously, if the proposed 
interpretation is to be given to the phrase, it must be for a 
reason external to its own terms and of sufficient force to over- 
ride that of the word ‘“‘any.” That reason cannot be found in 
the whole, the meaning of ‘‘any part” of which is to be 
interpreted, for Mr. Justice Kuxewion’s seeming denial of the 
demisable quality of a horizontal section of land is opposed to 
daily practice, as every lawyer who works in chambers in an 
Inn of Court is taught by his own experience. If the interpre- 
tation given to ‘‘any part” is correct, the reason must be found 
in something common to the cases in which the above-cited 
propositions were made. It must have been pro only for 
the phrase where used in powers to dispose of land, and the 
reason must be a quality of all or of some such powers. 

Mr. Justice Kgxewicn propounded his doctrine as law upon the 
authority of Ms. Justice ALE, and the ition which 
Mr. Justice Kzxewicn considered that the Legislature had given 
to the doctrine. As two other cases and judgments are implic- 
ated in the mass of authority, it will be convenient to consider 
the whole in chronological order. 

The first is what Lord Ohancellor Brovenam rightly 
characterized as one “‘ of very great hardship,” entitled originally 
Cholmeley v. Paxton. The decision of it in the Oourt of Common 
Pleas was upheld upon writ of error by that of King’s Bench, 
and ——— applications by the defeated party for relief on 

uitable grounds were refused by Lord Expon, Sir J. Lzacs, 

.R., and the House of Lords (see 3 Bing., 1827, 207 ; 10 B. & 
©., 1830, 564; 3 Russ., 1827, 565; 1 R. & My., 1830, 418; 1 Ol. 
& Fin., 1832, 60). In two, not then very ancient, cases the 
Court of Chancery had had to consider the possibility of a power 
of sale and excha of settled land being so exercised as to 
enable a tenant for life in ion, if unimpeachable of waste, 
to abuse his right to cut timber for sale by exercising it fully in 
the originally settled land and again in newly purchased land, 
and what means the court could take to prevent or puvish such 
an abuse: Archer v. Plymouth (1782, 1 B. 0. 0. 159); Burges v. 
Lamb (1809, 16 Ves. 174). In Cholmely v. Paxton the 
question came before the common law courts. In exercise 
of a power of sale, trustees had sold settleé land for one 
sum and the tenant for life sold the timber on it for 
another sum to the same purchaser. That transaction the 
Courts of Common Pleas and King’s Bench held was one the 
power did not authorize, and the purchaser's assignee was, 
after many years, evicted by’a remainderman under the 
settlement. Ohief Justice Bust stated the reason thus: ‘The 
trustees must weno comply with the authority given 
them. . . . They might sell different parcels of the estate 
at differenttimes . . .; that is the extent of their authority. 
They cantot sell part of a parcel. They must not sell the land 
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without the timber. Such a sale is a material depar- 
ture from the power, injurious to the reversioner, and therefore 
altogether void.” Following that authority, and applying 
it to the sale of surface without underlying min 
Romitty, M.R., said: “The power must be so exercised, 
as not to give the tenant for life more out of the property 
subject to the power than he would have had if the power 
had not been exercised. The mines are a part of the corpus, 
which the tenant for life, being unimpeachable for waste, is 
entitled to win and sell, and thus obtain the profits of; 
but the surface land being sold, the purchase-money is to be 
reinvested in land, and if an estate with valuable minerals 
under it were found to be the most eligible mode of 
investment, the tenant for life would get the minerals from 
under the two estates. It is clear that this could not be pre- 
vented, for the court could not refuse to allow the purchase- 


money to be invested in the purchase of an estate with minerals | p 


under it, if such a purchase were valuable and beneficial for the 

reons entitled; neither could it restrict the purchase to 
ands of which the mere value was agricultural, or if 
not prevent the tenant for life from working the mines”: 
Buckley v. Howell (1861, 29 Beav. 552). The proposition 
“They cannot sell of a parcel,” is not found elsewhere 
in the judgments. It obviously was not the reason for the 
decision, but a general proposition stated incidentally in 
support of the particular proposition, that the trustees could not 
sell the land without the timber, because to do so would be 
“ injurious to the reversioner.” The general proposition, though 
used in aid of, was not needed to support the icular one 
for which the true reason is given afterwards—injury to the 
reversioner. 

If the subsequent expansions by Lirrtepatz and Kexewicsx, 
JJ., of the doctrine ‘‘ They cannot sell part of a parcel” be 
legitimate—and there is reason for saying that it is—how 
ought the proposition to be thought of? The expansion seems 
to be legitimate, because there cannot be any doubt that Chief 
Justice Best thought that part meant in the power a part of the 
superficies with the timber on it, and probably, if he thought 
of that, with the minerals under it. But, in using the words 
** They cannot sell part of a parcel,” he was probably s'ruggling 
after a means of repudiating the proposition that “any part” 
must be held to include a part which could not be sold alone 
withoutipjury to the reversioner or to some person interested 
under the settlement. He did not mean to define generally the 
phrase used, but to insist that, notwithstanding the generality 
of the phrase “‘any part,” the donees of the power could not 
abuse the liberty it gave them by exercising the power in an 
unhusbandlike way—a reason which would equally have disabled 
them from selling in such lots as manifestly no prudent vendor 
would sell in. The Chief Justice, in aid of his argument, made 
& proposition which was wider than he needed and wider than 
he intended or at least than he would have intended if he had 
criticized his own words any farther than with reference to 
their use fur the case before him. ‘Any part,” he felt, could 
not mean “every part”—+eg., it could not mean the land 
— the timber; but he was not thinking of horizontal 
strata. 

Mr. Justice LirrLzpALx’s case was one in which, in exercise 
of a power to grant occupation leases of land or any 
thereof, the donee demised a part of the land and a right of 
sporting over the residue. Among other reasons given by 
himself and other members of the court for holding the lease to 
be invalid, Mr. Justice Lrrrtzpazz said he thought “ the grant 
bad on the simple x that the entirety in the particular 
part is not demised.” That ground, however, did not exist. 
Of part, the entirety was demised ; of the residue, none. A right 
of sporting over land is not a part of it. 

Sir J. Rommzy’s decision in Buckley v. Howell was simply an 
application, upon a sale under a power of the surface without 
valuable minerals under it, of the principle of Cholmeley v. 
Paxton concerning a sale of the surface without the timber. As 
in the case of a timber estate, so in the case of a mineral estate, 
& power of sale might be so exercised as to give a tenant for life 
unim ble of waste an undue advantage, and by his 
an the Master of the Rolls sought to hinder that consum- 


The remedy for, or precaution afforded by, Sir Joun Romrtiy’s 
decision—a decision, by-the-bye, which was a surprise to the con- 
veyancers of the day—was thought to bea greater mischief than 


erals, | that against which it was directed, and the Confirmation of 


Sales Act (25 & 26 Vict. c. 108) was passed in the following year 
for the purpose of correcting the error. Whether the Act not 
only confirmed sales which the law as stated in Buckley v. Huwell 
impeached, but also confirmed that statement of the law, is 
unimportant to the pu of this paper. It may, however, be 
res ully submitted that the Act did not confirm and expand, 
as Mr. Justice LrrrLepate and Mr. Justice Kexewion afterwards 
expanded, Chief Justice Besr’s remark, “They cannot sell part 
of a parcel.” 

With reference to the argument in Re Newell and Nevill’s 
Contract, that the omission from section 17 of the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, of a mention of leases for occupation and building 
shewed that the Legislature intended that such leases 
should not be made by tenants for life with an exception of 
minerals, &c., it is submitted that, attributing to the Legislature 
that completeness of knowledge and design which is to be 


unnecessary to expressly authorize tenants for life to make such 
exceptions and reservations in leases of those descriptions, because 
the purposes for which such leases are made do not ordinarily 
require the lessees to have demised to them the minerals, and 
because in the practice of conveyancers powers to make such 
leases have not expressly authorized such exceptions, and yet, 
from Jeases under the powers, such exceptions have been made. 

The decision in Dayrell v. Hoare, apart from Mr. Justice 
LITLLEDALE’s above-cited dictum, and Mr. Justice Kexewicn’s 
interpretation of section 17 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, put in 
peril almost all building leases and very many occupation leases 
granted under powers, for few clauses are more frequently found 
in leases than some reservation of a right of flow of water or soil 
or a right of sporting 

A statutory amendment of the law and another appeal to the 
judicature are both talked of. In order to effect a complete 
remedy, not only the exceptions and reservations of mines and 
minerals and of powers of working them and the reservation of 
other rights such as the flow of water must be authorized in 
building and occupation leases made under powers, and a con- 
firmation of existing titles made if needed, but the proposition, 
based on Chief Justice Bzst’s and Mr. Justice Lrrriepae’s 
remarks, that it is incorrect to speak of a mere horizontal 
stratum as a part of the land and capable of being separately 
demised, ae to be repudiated. If it be not, and a block of 
flats be settled, it will be argued that the tenant for life cannot 
let a set of rooms for twenty-one years even if the right of a 
tenant in fee to do so be left unchallenged. 








THE LATE MR. C. I. ELTON, Q.C. 


By the death of Mr. Exton, the bar loses one of its most con- 
spicuous members—a of the old real property lawyer. A 
descendant of an old Somerset landed family, to which both his 
father and mother belonged, he had the exterior of a burly West 
Country yeoman, who might have been expected to be found at the 
markets and fairs of his county, dealing in cattle and weight-carrying 
horses, rather than in the seclusion of a conveyancer’s chambers. 
But his appearance belied his remarkable intellectual power. At 
Oxford he took a first in Law and History, gained the Vinerian Law 
Scholarship and a Fellowship at Cousens Gelieaso. He was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn, and soon took a prominent place in the 
ranks of conveyancers and ot ene lawyers. At the death of 
an uncle he succeeded to a yore ot Whitestaunton, near 
Chard, in his native county, and became of the manor and 
of the living. This practical interest in land in no way 
iminished his devotion to his profession or his theoretical cee 
to real property as a study. blished books on Copyholds, on 
Tenures, and other subjects, and a large practice, not only in 
ee but in court work ing foreshore, mines, and 
manorial rights, being frequently engaged as the champion of the 
landowner against the Crown. 

Being in easy circumstances, in 1885 he took silk as a real 
property lawyer, and continued to have a considerable practice 
within the bar as a specialist, and without attaching himself to 
any particular court. In this respect he, probably the heaviest 





man at the ber, followed the example of the late Mr. Josuva 


attributed to it, the right inference is that it considered it 
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Wits, Q.C., the tallest man at the bar in his day, and their 
positions were somewhat analogous. Both were men of somewhat 
slow and —— delivery, but both were listened to with the 
respect and attention due to their recognized learning. Mr. ELTon 
did not, however, acquire the ascendency of Mr. WILLIAMS, probably 
because he was of a more easy-going disposition, and had other irons 
in the fire, and towards the end he became rather careless of practice. 
He was for several years a,member of the Conveyancers’ Institute, 
and became a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn. 

He was able, through his local connection, to find his way into the 
House of Commons twice, once as member for West Somerset in 1884, 
when he was still a junior, and again as member for the Wellington 
Division in 1886, after he became a Queen’s Counsel. He was a 
Conservative in politics, but seldom spoke in the House except upon 
subjects in which he was a specialist, such as copyholds, commons, 
and kindred matters. There, as elsewhere, he was a truly modest 
man, with a quiet humour and retiring temper; who did not push 
himself forward, but was content to be useful where he could and 
whenever his advice was wanted. 

His studies naturally led him into antiquarian research, and he did 
not confine this to the necessities of his profession. He published an 
interesting historical work on the Origins of English Law. He was a 
fellow of the Society of Antiquaries, and from the first a member of 
the Selden Society, on the council of which he served for aterm. His 
valuable learning and unobtrusive services will be widely missed in 
many quarters. 








REVIEWS. 
RULING CASES. 


Rurine CasEs. Arranged, Annotated, and Edited by RoBERT 
CAMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Assisted by other Members 
of the Bar. Wirth AMERICAN NoTES by LEONARD A. JONES, 
A.B., LL.B. (Harv.), Judge of the Court of Land Registration of 
Massachusetts. VoL. XX.: PATENT. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


This volume of ‘‘ Ruling Cases ” is devoted entirely to the important 
subject of patents. In the first section Mr. Campbell quotes the 
Statute of Monopolies (21 Jac. 1, c. 3), and states the general policy 
of the law. The statute, after declaring in general terms that all 
monopolies and letters patent previously granted, or subsequently 
to be granted, were void, makes an exception in the case of letters 
patent granted for a term not exceeding fourteen years for the sole 
working or making of any new manufacture to the true and first 
inventor of such manufacture, provided the manufacture is not 
then in use by others, and provided also the letters patent are not 
**mischievous to the State by raising prices of commodities at 
home, or hurt of trade, or generally inconvenient.” The lead- 
ing — of the Act, Mr. Campbell points out, is that 
the wn is powerless to grant a monopoly except where it 
tends to the public benefit, and to the system of patent law 
of which the foundation was thus laid—combined with natural 
advantages—he ascribes the position of industrial supremacy which 
this country so long held. But however this may be, we have 
certainly no exclusive enjoyment of patent law at the present time. 
In the United States the lawis based upon the article of the constitu- 
tion which enacts that Congress shall have the power ‘‘ to promote 
the progress of science and useful arts by securing for limited times 
to authors and inventors the exclusive right to their respective 
writings and discoveries.” The language, Mr. Campbell points out, 
is more elastic than the statute of James, and so far as Congress has 
availed itself of this greater elasticity, the American patent law is not 
limited by the terms of that statute or of the English decisions, The 
reader will find it interesting to refer to the statement of the practical 
differences which have arisen in the development of the law here and 
in the United States, the law in the latter country being now 
contained in an Act of Congress of 1874, and here in the Patent Acts 
of 1883 and 1888. 

Passing from statute law, Mr. Campbell prints sixty-six judicial 
decisions as ‘‘ruling cases,” arranging them in eleven sections, and 
annotating them in the manner with which the profession have 
become familiar in the previous volumes of the series. Thus the 
requirements to be observed in framing the complete specifications are 
expounded in twelve cases, including Lane-Fox v. Kensington Electric 
Lighting Co. (1892, 3 Ch. 424), Clark v. Adie (2 App. Cas, 315), 
Siddell v. Vickers (15 App. Cas. 496), and Edison and Swan Electric Co, 
v. Woodhouse and Same v. Holland, these last two cases being 
reported from notes taken by the editor at the trial and from papers 
lent by the directors of the plaintiff company. Mr. Campbell has 
also gone outside the ordinary rts in reproducing in the section 
dealing with “‘ novelty” the Silashone cases—United Telephone Co. v. 
Maclean and Same v. Harrison—decided r tively in the Court of 
Session in 1882 and in the Court of Ap in 1883. The cases on 
infringement include Badische Anilin, &c., Fabrik v. Bindechedler 
(1898, A. C, 200), in which the House of Lords held it to be no 








infringement of an English patent to purchase articles made abroad 
and have them sent heré by parcel post. The volume forms a very 
useful guide to the case law on patents. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
LAND REGISTRY (NEW BUILDINGS) BILL. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
Sir,—Will you kindly allow me to call attention to this Bill, the 


object of which is to raise £265,000 for the purpose of acquiring pro- 
perty and building a permanent office in Lincoln’s-inn-fields, The 
Bill has now been referred to a Select Committee. 

Under the Land Transfer Act, 1897, a new system of conveyancing 
—compulsory registration of title—was to be given a trial in one 
county for three years. The experiment is being tried in the County 
of London, but little more than one-third of the trial period has yet 
expired. 

The new system has increased the expenses of purchase in small 
transactions by quite twenty-five per cent. This is part of the price 
the public has to pay for introducing officialdom into such transac- 
tions. 

If the persons who have already had experience of the system will 
communicate with their members or will petition the House, I 
venture to think the extent of the opposition will induce the Govern- 
ment to at least await the result of the three years’ trial before seek- 
ing to put on taxpayers who have really no interest in the matter 
the large expense involved in the erection of an extensive permanent 


ding. J. S. RuBINSTEIN, 
5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, W.C., 
April 24. 
[Our correspondent encloses a copy of the following petition pre- 
sented by the Kensington Vestry. ] 


In Parliament, House of Commons, Session, 1900. 
Lanp Recistry (New Buripines) B11. 
Petition against. 

To the Honourable the Commons of the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Ireland in Parliament assembled. 

The Humble Petition of the Vestry of the Parish of St. Mary Abbotts, 
Kensington, in the Administrative County of London, under their Common 
Seal, dated the twentieth day of April, 1900. 

Sheweth— 

(1) That your petitioners are one of the vestries mentioned in Schedule 
‘*A’’ to the Metropolis Management Act, 1855, and are incorporated 
thereby, and under that Act and the Acts amending the same or incor- 
porated therewith your petitioners exercise various and duties relating to 
the local management of, and are the ‘‘local authority ’’ for, the said 
parish. 

(2) That a Bill is now pending in your honourable House entitled, ‘A 
Bill for the acquisition of property for building a new Land Registry 
Office and other public offices in London, and for purposes connected 
therewith.” 

(3) That the purport of the said Bill is to enable the Commissioners of 
Works to acquire certain lands and buildings in Lincoln-inn-fields, for 
the purpore of providing a new building for the business of the Land 
Registry Office and other public departments carried on at the Land 
Registry Office, situate in Lincoln-inn-fields, and for such other public 
offices as may be determined. 

(4) That your petitioners would point out that the Land Transfer Act, 
1897, making registration of title to land compulsory, specially provided 
that the first order made under the Act should not apply to more than one 
county, and that no further order should be issued until the expiration of 
three years from the making of the first order. 

(5) That considerable opposition was raised by your petitioners and 
other metropolitan vestries and district boards, and also other public bodies, 
to the County of London being selected as the trial county, looking to the 
doubtful character of the experiment and to the number of properties 
which would be effected, and the immense value, complexity and 
importance of the interests involved, but in spite of this opposition London 
was eventually selected, and the Act is now being gradually brought into 
force therein. 

Underthe said Order of the Privy Council the Act was made to apply in 
certain parishes as from the first day of penn 1899, but it will not be 
in operation in the whole of the county until the first day of May, 1901. 

(6) That your petitioners submit that there is no gvidence before your 
honourable House to prove that the operation of the Act has been so 
successful as to warrant the conclusion that further orders extending the 
operation of the Act will be made at the expiration of the experimental 
stage, and this being so they altogether fail to see any sufficient grounds 
for your honourable House being asked to impose upon the taxpayers of 
the country a charge for the erection of a costly Land Registry Office 
until sor? 2 ia as to the complete adoption of the Act shall have been 


first dec 
(7) That the working of the Act being in an experimental stage your 
on that the proposal to embark upon such a huge 


petitioners are of o 
expenditure as that contemplated by the said Bill for the extension of the 


Land Registry Office is premature at the present time, 
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(8) That your petitioners ask your honourable House for the reasons 
above stated to regard the present time as inopportune for the introduction 
of the present Bill. 

Your petitioners therefore pray that the said Bill may not be allowed 
to become law. 

And your petitioners will ever pray, &c. 


‘ Sealed by order of the Vestry. 
(Signed) Ws. Cuampers Leztz, Vestry Clerk. 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 


Court of Appeal. 


STUART ». NIXON AND BRUCE. No.1. 6th April. 


Wasvek anp Sgervant—Masrer’s Liasrmiry to ServANT—WoRKMEN’S 
Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37)—‘‘ AVERAGE WEEKLY 
EAaRNINGs.”’ 


. This was an appeal from an award of the Liverpool County Oourt judge 
in proceedings to assess compensation under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1897. e appellant was the widow of a workman who, at the time 
of the accident causing his death, was a stevedore’s labourer in the 
employment of the respondents. The facts were as follows: The deceased 
man was @ casual labourer, and had been employed by the respondents 
for five days’ continuously at daily wages. On the fifth day he was killed 
by.an accident. The respondents were engaged as stevedores in loading a 
ship in the docks at Liverpool from the wharf by means of a winch worked 
by steam power, a derrick and a fall, and they were in the occupation of 
the machinery. On the day of the accident, the deceased in the course of 
his employment was finishing off a hold in the ship, the hold having juct 
been filled with cargo. He was engaged in disentangling the fall, when 
he was struck by a beam which it was carrying and jerked down into the 
hold, sustaining injuries from which he died. The county court ju 
held that the Act of 1897, by reason of Schedule I., clause 1 (a), did 
not apply, as the deceased man had only been employed five days by 
the respondents, and that the machinery was not a “factory” 
within the meaning of the Act, since it was not being used for the purpose 
of loading the ship. Since the decision of the county court judge the 
Court of Appeal decided in Sysons v. Andrew Knowles § Sons (16 Times L. R. 
250), that a workman who had beep employed for less than two weeks and 
was injured did not come within the Act, Schedule I., clause 1 (6), not 
being applicable to such a case. By Schedule I., clause 1 (a) : ‘* The amount 
‘of compensation. under this Act shall be (a) where death results from the 
injury, (i.) if the workman leaves any dependants wholly dependent upon 
this earnings at the time of his death, a sum equal to his earnings in the 
employment of the same employer during the three years next preceding 
injury, or the sum of £150, whichever of those sums is the larger, but 
not exceeding in any case the sum of £300, provided that the amount of 
any weekly payments made under this Act shall be deducted from such 
sum, and if the period of the workman’s employment by the said employer 
has been less than the said three years, then the amount of his earnings 
during the said three years shall be deemed to be 156 times his average 
weekly earnings during the period of his actual employment under the said 
employer.’’ For the appellant it was contended that the first part of the 
above clause gave compensation equal to the workman’s earnings in the 
employment of the same employer during three years next preceding the 
injury, the maximum sum not to exceed £300, and the minimum to be 
£150. The rest of the clause merely provided a method of calculating the 
weekly earnings where a calculation was necessary. The right to compen- 





‘sation was given by section 1 of the Act. In the present case no calculation 


was necessary, as the appellant was entitled to £150. The county court 
judge was therefore wrong. The court intimated that they were against 
the appellant on the first point, and consequently the second point, as 
to whether the machinery was a factory within the Act, was not argued. 


Tue Covrr (CoLiins, VaucHan Wiiu1aMs, and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 


Coxuns, L.J., in giving judgment, said the question was whether the 
case of a labourer who was employed only for one day, taking an extreme 
case, and who met with his death by an accident arising out of and in the 
course of his employment on that day, came within the Act. It was 
contended that the case of Sysons v. Andrew Knowles § Sons did not govern 
the present case, and that the observations of the court in that case upon 
clause 1 (a) (i) of the Act were merely obiter dicta and did not decide 
the present case, and that the appellant was entitled to an amount 
Of not less than £150. He, and he thought he could speak for A. L. 
Smith, LJ., arrived at the conclusion, taking all the sections and 
order of the Act together, that the Legislature could not have 
ntended to introduce labourers of this class into the Act. Olause 
1 of Schedule I. did not create any difficulty of construction. The first 
ag of the clause contemplated that the workman should have been 

the employment of the same employer during the three years next 
preceding the injury causing his death, and ed the compensation 
accordingly. The next part of the clause dealt with the case where the 
employment was for less than three years, fixing the amount of his three 
years’ earnings at 156 times his average weekly earnings during the 
oa of his actual employment. That was subject to the employment 

ving lasted at least two weeks. He did not say it was absolutely 
necessary that the workman must have been employed every day during 
those two weeks, but the employment must be such as to form the basis 
for the calculation of average weekly earnings, That was the reasoning 











adopted in Sysons v. Andrew Knowles § Sons, and in his opinion the present 
case was covered by that decision and the appeal must be dismissed. 


Vavenan Wriiuiams and Romer, L.JJ., concurred.— Oounset, Joseph 
Walton, Q.C., and Leslie Scott ; Ruegg, Q.C., and A. G. Steel. So.icrrors, 
Crowders, Vizard, & Oldham, for Lynskey, Liverpool ; Field, Roscoe, § Co., 
for Oliver Jones, Billson, § Co., Liverpool. 

{Reported by P. B. Dunxrorp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ALEXANDER v. AUTOMATIC TELEPHONE CO. No. 2. 
22nd and 23rd March ; 9th April. 


Company — Sunscrrsers TO MemMorANpUM or ASSOCIATION — PAYMENTS oN 
Suares ~AGREEMENT—Drirnectors—Breacu Or Duty. 


This was an appeal from a decision of nom se J. (reported 1899, 
2 Ch. 306). The action was brought by Messrs. M. J. Alexander and 
J. D. Gibbs, suing on of themselves and all the other share- 
holders in the defendant company, against the company and three of its 
directors, viz., Messrs. Max Margowski, J. Woolf Cohen, and H. G. 
Sworn. The other members of the board were the two plaintiffs. The 
company was incorporated on the Ist of July, 1897, with a capital of 
£100,000 in shares of 5s. each. The eight signatories to its memorandum 
of association were —— for 19,400 shares, the same gentleman as 
managing director of the Honduras C». for 6,000 shares, the plaintiff 
Alexander for 10 shares, the —— Gibbs for 10 shares, Baron Cohen for 
10 shares, Justin Mendelson for 10 shares, the defendant Cohen for 200 
shares, and the defendant Sworn for 800 shares. Olause 5 of the articles 
of association provided that the shares of the rae se should be “ under 
the control of the directors, who may, subject to the terms of the company’s 
memorandum of association, issue, allot, or otherwise dispose of the same to 
such persons, for such consideration, and upon such terms and conditions as 
the board may determine . . . and may make arrangements on the issue of 
shares for a difference between the holders of such shares in the amount 
of calls to be paid and in the time of payment of such calls.”” Article 13 
provided that the directors might ‘‘ (subject to any special terms made on 
allotment) from time to time make such calls upon the members in respect 
of all moneys unpaid on their shares as they think fit, provided that one 
month’s notice at least is given of the time and place for payment, and 
that no one call shall exceed 20 per cent. of the nominal amount of the 
shares, and that such calls shall be made at intervals of not less than one 
month.’’ The memorandum shares and a number of other shares were 
allotted, and on all of them, except those held by Margowski, 
J. W. Ooken, Sworn, and the Honduras Co., the sum of 3s. payable 
on allotment had been paid. In respect of the excepted shares 
the plaintiffs alleged that only £784 in all had been paid, and 
that on these shares there was still due and payable the sum of £3,176, 
and the plaintiffs complained that the three defendant directors, 
being a majority of the board, were able to, and did, control its action by 
their votes, and in breach of their duty as directors and against the 
interests of the defendant company, prevented the passing of resolutions or 
taking steps to enforce payment by those defendants or the Honduras Co. 
(in which they were said to be interested) of the amounts due on their 
shares and the shares held by the Honduras Co. The plaintiffs accord- 
ingly asked for a declaration that the holders of the memorandum shares 
were bound to pay up 3s. per share—viz., 6d. on application and 2s. 6d. 
on allotment, in the same way as the holders of other shares. For the 
defence it was pleaded that on the 30th of June, 1897, before the company 
was incorporated, it was ata meeting of the signatories that no’ 
should be payable by any of the defendant directors or the Honduras Co. 
on application or allotment in respect of their memorandum shares, 
and that the memorandum was signed by them on this condition. 
The defendant directors also said that they were acting under the articles 
and in the interests of the company, and had committed no breach of 
duty. Cozens-Hardy, J., thought that the action was misconceived, since 
it proceeded upon the fallacy that there was an immediate debt due from 
every member of the company in respect of uncalled capital. 


Tne Covrr (Lrypiey, M.R., Riepy and Vavenan Wiis, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Linpiey, M.R., in the course of his judgment, said: Subscribers toa 
memorandum of association of a company limited by shares are liable, and 
only liable, by virtue of their subscrip‘ions to pay up the amount of their 
shares as and when called up. The times when payments are to bs made 
and the amounts to be paid are not prescribed by statute, except by section 
38 of the Companies Act, 1862, which only comes into operation when the 
company is being wound up. But until the commencement of the winding 
up of the company the times and amounts of payment depend, apart from 
express agreement between the company and the signatories, on the 
company’s articles of association. It follows that, in the absence of any 
special agreement or article requiring a subscriber of a memorandum of 
association to make some payment on subscription or allotment, nothing is 
payable by him as a subscriber in respect of his shares until calls are made 
upon them. Further, if more shares than those taken by the subscribers 
of the memorandum are issued by the directors, there is nothing to prevent 
them from offering those shares on such terms as regards payment to the 
company on application and allotment as the directors may think expedient. 
From this point of view the plaintiffs have no und of complaint, and 
the decision appealed from is unimpeachable. But there are other elements 
in the case which have to be taken into consideration. The directors, who 
had subscribed the memorandum for an unusually large number of 
shares, issued shares to other persons on the terms that 6d. per share 
should be paid on application and 2s. 6d. per share on allotment—i.¢., 3s. 
per share had to be paid by the allottees, whilst the directors themselves 
paid nothing iu respect of their own shares. The directors, in fact, so 
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managed matters as to place themselves in a better position as regards 
payment than the other shareholders, and they did so without informing 
the other shareholders of the fact, This, the plaintiffs contend, was a 
breach of duty on the part of the directors to those who applied for and 
took shares upon the faith that the directors were not obtaining advan- 
tages at their expense. It is no answer to the plaintiffs’ case so put-to 
appeal to the contracts alone, for the charge is that the directors were 
guilty of a breach of duty in procuring those contracts and in 
taking advantage of them so as to benefit themselves at the expense 
of the other shareholders. [After discussing at length the reso- 
lutions and acts of the directors, the learned judge continued :] 
Upon the merits of the case I come to the conclusion that a breach of duty 
by the directors to the company and the other shareholders in it has been 
established It is necessary, however, to consider the form of the action, 
and tbe relief which can be given. The breach of duty to the company 
consists in depriving the company of the use of the money which the 
directors ought to have paid up sooner than they did. I cannot regard 
the case as ove of mere internal management which, according to Foss v. 
Harbottle (2 Hare 461) and numerous other cases, the court leaves the 
shareholders to settle amongst themselves. It was ascertained and 
admitted at the trial that, when this action was commenced, the defen- 
dants held such a preponderance of shares that they could not be controlled 
by the other shareholders. Under these circumstances an action by some 
shareholders on behalf of themselves and others against the defendants is 
in accordance with the authorities, and is unobjectionable in form: see 
Menier v. Hooper’s Telegraph Co. (22 W. R. 396, L. R. 9 Ch. 350). 
Apart, however, from the form of the action, the defendants contended 
that, baving regard to the pleadings and to the calls made and paid since 
the action was brought, and to what took place at the trial, no relief 
could now be given to the plaintiffs. I have looked very carefully at the 
pleadings, and have observed that Cozens-Hardy, J., gave the plaintiffs 
leave to amend their claim by introducing into it the facts stated in their 
reply to the defence put in by the detendants Margow:ki and Cohen. 
Paragraph 6 of this reply raises the point proved at the trial—that the 
directurs practically controlled the voting p»wer of the company. In the 
court below the charges of actual fraud were given up, and, calls having 
been made and paid, an injunction or a receiver were not asked for. Buta 
declara' ion is demanded to the effect that the defendants ought to have 
paid up 3s. per share on their shares on allotment. This was never 
abandoned. Having regard to the facts alleged in the plaintiffs’ state- 
m-nt of claim and in their reply, and to the leave to amend, and to the 
mode in which the plaintiffs’ counsel opened the plaintiffs’ case, and 
urged the breach of duty of the defendints, I do not think that the 
defendants can successfully maintain that they have to meet on appeal a 
really different case from that which was made in the court below. The 
plaintiffs’ case was obscured by charges of fraud, and by being based in 
their pleadings, and to some extent in argument, on l>gal rather than 
on equitable grounds. But the facts which constitute the plaintiffs’ ca-e 
are set out in the pleadings, and were fully investigated in the court below. 
The plaintiffs’ statement of claim is full of charges of fraud. ‘Il hese have 
been abandoned, and the plaintiffs must pay all the c.sts occasioned by 
them. But it does not follow that their action ought to be wholly dis- 
missed : see Hilliard v. Fife (L. R 7H. L. 39) The proper order will be: 
Allow the appeul and reverse the judgment appealed from. Declare that 
the three defendants—Margowski, Cohen, and Sworn—were guilty of a 
breach of their duty as directors in not paying to the company in respect 
of the shares allotced to them on the 5th of July, 1897, 3s. per share, briug 
the amount which they obtained from the other members of the company 
in respect of shares allotted to them, and let the plaintiffs have liberty to 
apply for an order for payment if necessary. Order the three defendants 
to pay the costs of the appeal, aud also the costs of the action, except such 
costs as Lave been occasioned by the charges of fraud, which co:ts are to 
be paid by the plaintiffs. Tne usual set off as r. gards these costs 
Ricry and Vaucuan Wixu1ams, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the rame 
effect.—CounseL, Rawlinson, Q.C., and Dobb; Rufus Isaacs, Q.C., and F. 
Russell; Astbury, Q.C., and Hamilton, Q.C. Uefendant J W. Cohen 
appeared in person. foxicrtors, White ¢ De Buriatte ; Haynes § Clare- 
mont ; Spyer & Sons. 
[Reported by J. I. Stintixe, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
NICHOLSON ». BUCHANAN. Stirling, J. 24th gnd 25th Jan.; 4th April. 


Name or Prace or Bustwess—“‘ Brack Swan” DistitteEnY—SePARATE 
ence manga or Busrtness aNp or S1re—Trave-Mark—InrTentTIoNn TO 
ECEIVE. 


In this action the plaintiffs claimed an injunction to restrain the 
defendant from representing that he was carrying on the business of 
distillers and spirit merchants formerly carried on by Messrs. Anderson 
& Co. in their business. For many years previously to 1897 a firm of 
Anderson & Co. carried on the business of gin distillers at a distillery at 
Nos. 25 and 26, Holborn. A distillery existed on the same site in 1780, 
and was then the property of a Mr. Langdale, when it was burnt down in 
the course of the Gordon Riots in that year; a well kaown and graphic 
description of the event is to be found in Dickens’ novel, “‘ Barnaby 
Rudge.” It was afterwards rebuilt, and about 1825 passed into the hands 
of a series of firms, who thenceforth down t) 1897 carried on business 
under the name of J. Anderson & Co. and Anderson & Co. It appeared 
that in the earlier half of the eighteenth century there had existed on a 
portion of the site a public-house known as the “‘ Black Swan,”’ and the 
tradition of such existence appeared to have lingered among those 


interested in the distillery, and at some time in the 


tt century the 
then firm adopted the black swan as their e-mark. In 1862 
or 1863 an of a black swan was put up on the outside of the 
distillery, which thenceforth was known sometimes as the Black Swan 
Distillery, though, according to the evidence, it was more often designated 
Anderson’s Distillery. The gin produced at this distillery was well known 
in the market and bore a high reputation. In addition to the gin business 
Anderson & Oo., from 1860 onwards, carried on the business of spirit mer- 
chants, and dealt in whisky and other spirits. It appeared from the books 
that their sales of Scotch whisky amounted on an ave to about 2,400 
gallons per annum. No part of this whisky was distilled, or supposed to 
be distilled, at the Black Swan Distillery. It was admi by Mr. 
Nicholson, the managing director of the plaintiff company, that the 
whisky business formed a small ets of the whole business of 
Anderson & Co., and that, though he was familiar with Anderson’s gin, 
he had never heard in the market of whisky known as Anderson’s whisky. 
Labels bearing the Black Swan trade-mark were used in connection with 
the whisky, as well as other spirits sold by Anderson & Oo. In 1897 Sir 
Allen Young, who was then the sole owner of the business, determined to 
discontinue it ; and by a deed dated the Ist of July, 1897, he conveyed to 
the plaiatiffs the book debts and the goodwill of the busisess, including 
the trade-mark of the Black Swan. By a deed dated the 10th of 
April, 1897, he had previously conveyed to the defendants the dis- 

illery premises. The defendant long carried on an extensive 
business as a seller of Scotch whisky, to which in 1898 he added 
the business of a distiller of whisky, his distillery being situate 
in the Glenlivet district of Scotland. Previously to 1897 he had 
offices and stores in London at 20, Bucklersbury, where whisky was 
blended and stored. After the conveyance of 1897 he pulled down the 
buildings on the site of the old distillery and erected new buildings which 
he used as his London offices and stores, in a way similar to those in 
Bucklersbury. On the front of this new building he had placed an effigy 
of a black swan, and had in various ways used the designation ‘The 
Black Swan Distillery, 26, Holborn,’’ as his London business address ; for 
example, on bill-heads, invoices, and letter paper, and in advertisements 
and circulars. He had also put that address on his carts, and in fact had 
used the designation Black Swan Distillery more extensively than 
Anderson & Co. had done. In point of fact no distilling or rec'ifying was 
now done at the defendant’s premices, the business carried on there being 
simply that of a dealer in Scotch whisky. It was admitted by the 
plaintiff’s witnesses that the defendant had a reputation in the market as 
a whisky dealer, and it would not be to his advantage to have it supposed 
that his whisky was distilled in London. The defendant’s business was 
not with the E pm ublic, but was confined to the trade. What the 
plaintiffs chiefly complained of was the figure of the swan on the building 
in Holborn, and the use of the name “‘ Black Swan Distillery’’ as part of 
the defendant’s address. They relied on the acts of the defendant as 
above stated to entitle them to the injunction asked by the sta‘ement of 
claim, and they referred in support of their case to a small illustrated 
volume called *‘ A Bygone Holborn,’’ which the defendant had caused to 
be prepared and printed. Of this book 5,000 copies had been printed ; 
half of them had eng distributed among customers of the defendant and 
the other half remained in stock. 

Srizuinc, J., after stating the facts, said that as a general rule the owner 
of land or buildings of any kind might affix to them auy name he pleased : 
Day v. Brownrigg (27 W. R. 217,10 Ch. D. 294). But the court would 
interfere if a particular name were affixed with a view of making a 
dishonest representation which would cause damage to another, as, for 
example, if it were used for the purpose of representing that a business 
carried on there was the business of another, or even if without any 
dishonest intention, the user were such as actually or probably to mislead. 
It was unfortunate that the defendant was prevented by illness from giving 
evidence at the trial, so that the court had not an opportunity of hearing 
from him personally the explanation why he had put forward the name 
** Black Swan Distillery ’’ in connection with his business. His lordship, 
however, bad difficulty in seeing why any dishonest intention should 
imputed to him. He had, as the plaintiffs’ witnesses admitted, a 
reputation of his own as a dealer in Scotch whisky, and any reputation 
attaching to the Black Swan Distillery was gained with reference to 
gin and not to whisky, and in gin the defendant did not deal. It 
was improbable that the defendant should wish to disturb the plaintiffs 
in the benefit of any goodwill attachi to the comparatively 
small business in Scotch whisky carried on by Anderson & Co. The 
defendant’s London manager was asked why the defendant did not put up 
on his building the lion rampant, which the defendant used as a trade-mar 
for a certain class of whisky. He replied that Mr. Buchanan attached 
importance to the historic past of the building, and having bought the 
ground, and the ‘‘ Black Swan ’’ being there, he considered himself entitled 
to retainit. Looking at the little volume referred to, his lordship thought 
that might be the defendant’s o+ject. There was no evidence that anyone 
had been misled by the acts of the defendant. All thatwas said was that 
there was danger of the old customers of Anderson & Uo. being misled. 
His lordship, considering the evidence, could not. think that the probability 
of deception was very great. It would be an honourable act on the partof 
the defendant to make it plain in the book which he had cho-en to circu- 
late that he made no claim to continue the business formerly carried on by 
Anderson & Co. or their predecessors at 25 and 26, Holborn. But on the 
whole bis lordship thought on the evidence that the plaintiffs had fail-d to 
establish that the acts of the defendant were calculated to mislead, and 
he dismissed the action with coste.—CounsgeL, Suwinfen Eady, Q.C., 
Upjohn, Q O., and Stewart Smith; Neville, Q.U., and Sebastian. Soxtcrrons, 
Nash, Fisld, § Co. ; Theodore Allingham, 





[Reported by W. H. Daarzz, Barrister-at-Law.}] 
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Re LORD CLIFDEN. ANNALY v. AGAR-ELLIS. Byme, J. 3rd April. 


Morreace—Lirz Portcy—Payment ro Mortrcacee sy Insurance Orrice 
or SurReyDER VALUE—SrarvTe or Lamrrartions (37 & 38 Vicr. c. 57), 8. 8 
—“‘In tHe Meantime’’— Payment on ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 


Adjourned summons. The plaintiff was the legal mal representa- 
tive of Henry George Viscount Clifden, and the defendants were the 
executors of Leopold Viscount Clifden, who was uucle to Henry George 
and succeeded him in the title. By an indenture dated the 13th of 
February, 1871, Leopold mortgaged certain pro , including certain 
reversionary interests, which never came into possession, and a policy of 
assurance on his own life in the Sun Life Assurance office for the sum of 
£2,500. The mortgage contained the usual al covenant for pay- 
ment of the amount due and the usual power of sale. It also ided 
that in the event of the power of sale becoming hand gg 
mortgagee might, without further notice to the oe realize 
the policy by surrendering it to the office by w it should 
be granted. In 1884 the mortgage became vested absolutely in 
Henry ange as mortgagee, and notice of assignment of the 
policy was duly given to the imsurance company. The mo r 
never paid from the first any sum of money either for principal or 
interest or the i on the policy, but the latter was kept on 
foot throughout by the mortgagee. In 1893 Henry George the 

licy by surrendering it to the Sun Insurance Co., who paid to him as 
he surrender value thereof the sum of £1,463 14s., but no notice of the 
surrender of the policy and the payment to the mortgagee by the insurance 
company was given to the mortgagor. In winding up the estate of Henry 
George Viscount Clifden the plaintiff sought to enforce the mortgage on the 
personal covenant against the estate of Leopold, and the plaintiffs took out an 
originating summons to decide the question whether, having regard to the 
fact that twenty-two years had elapsed between the time when the mort- 
gagee first became entitled to foreclose and the surrender of the policy, 
the payment made by the insurance company operated as a payment or 
acknowledgment within the Statute of Limitations (37 & 38 Vict. c. 57), 
8, 8. For the plaintiff it was contended that the Statute of Limita- 
tions had not run against the mortgagee. That the payment of the 
surrender value of the policy in 1898 by the insurance company was 
a payment or acknowledgment within the mesning of the statute 
made in pursuance of an obligation created by the mortgage contract 
which, for that purpose, constituted the insurance company the agents of 
the mortgagor. That the payment made by the company was not 4 gift 
by a stranger, and that the company was bound to pay the money to the 
mortgagee and no one else, and that the mortgagee was bound to apply it 
in reduction of his debt in accordance with the provisions in that behalf 
in the mort deed : Re Conlan (29 L. R. Ir. 199), Harlock v. Ashberry 
(19 Ch. D. 539), Sutton vy. Sutton (22 Ch. D. 511), Chinnery v. Evans (11 
H. L. C. 115), Gregson v. Hindley ag Jur. 383), Allison v. Frisby (43 Ch. D. 
106), Lewin v. Wilson (11 A. O. 639), Re Hale (1899, 2 Ch. 107). 
For the defendants it was contended that the S‘atute of 
Limitations had taken effect. The insurance company were not obliged 
to accept a surrender of the policy. The company was not the agent of 
the mortgagor, and that there was no privity between the company and 
the parties to the mortgage. The period designated by the statute—‘“ the 
meantime ’’—had elapsed long before 1893, and the mortgagees could not 
now enforce the mo " 

Byavz, J., after stating the facts and reviewing the caves, beld that the 
words ‘‘in the meantime ”’ in section 8 of 37 & 38 Vict. c. 57 referred to 
the pericd between the time at which the action or suit is brought and the 
time at which the debt or the remedy therefor would have been barred, 
and that, consequently, the mortgagees could not now enforce the 
mortgage.—OounsgL, G@. Lawrence ; Prior, Soxticrrors, Foyer $ Hord:rn ; 
Norton, Ro.e, Norton, § Co. 

[Reported by R. Lzich Ramssoruay, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


LLOYDS BANK (LIM.) v. PRINCESS ROYAL COLLIERY CO. (LIM.). 
Byme, J. 10th April. 


Pracrice—R. 8. 0. XX VI. 1—Summons rx On AmMBERs—ADJOURNMENT INTO 
— or ApsounNMENT—"'THE Court oR A Jupes.”—LV. 
’ A. 


This case arose upon an adjourned summons which on another point is 
reported in 44 Soxrcrrors’ Journat 361. The plaintiffs had brought an 
action against the defendants, but subsequently applied by summons 
under ord. 26, r. 1, in chambers for leave to discontinue the action upon 
terms that the plaintiffs should pay the costs of the defendants in the 
action. A question arose before the master as to whether the plaintiffs 
should be ordered to pay certain sums of money which the defendants 
allexd were part of the costs in the action. The master 
intimated that he was prepared to make an order on _ the 
fummons; but the defendants, desiring that the matter should be 
decided by the judge in person, the master, without making an order, 
adjourned the matter into court. The summons came on for hearing, 
and Byrne, J., decided against the defendants, and ordered them to 
the costs of the adjournment. It was contended by the defendants that 
they ought not to be made to pay the costs of the adjournment. The 
application was not an appeal against the order of the master. The 
master made no order. A party to a summons in chambers had a right 
to come before the judge in person. The defendant was not bound to 
accept the master’s decision. Ord. 55, mr. 15, 154, and Re Rigg (10 
W. R. 365) were cited. For the plaintiffs the contention was that, 
tlough a party had a right to have the summons adjourned 
‘o the judge in person, the adjournment must be at the risk 
of costs. The court must have some hold over a euitor, else this 





right would be abused-eg., by using it to gain time. The only 
hold the court had in such a case was by i its discretion 
as to the costs. The —— raised by the summons could have been 
decided by the master. It wae not necessary to bring it before the judze 
in person. The words ‘‘the court or a judge’’ in ord. 26, r. 1, d» not 
mean the judge in mn: Scott v. Homer (60 L. J. Ch. 238, Re Watts 
(22 D. 1), Lambton v. Parkinson (35 W. R. 545). The court took time to 
consider. 

April 10.—Bynnz, J.—The right of every suitor in the Chancery Division 
to have any question determined by the judge personally is beyond 
question, and an adjournment to the judge is not in the nature of an 
appeal. All orders made in chambers are orders of the judge, though 
taken without the parties actually going before him. Some orders must, 
under the rules, be made by the judge in person (see ord. 55, 
rr. 15, 15a), and matters in which such orders are sought for 
are brought before the judge as a matter of course. But if 
orders, not being of the nature last referred to, are applied for, 
and, when before the master, he is prepared to make for the judge 
a proper order, I never heard it disputed until the present case that if, at 
the instance of the party resisting such order, the matter is adjourned to 
the judge, whether in chambers or in court, the costs of the adjournment 
are in the discretion of the judge. If this were not eo, it might lead to 
grave abuses, and I may instance such matters as summonses for time as 
an obvious illustration. I think that especial care should be taken in 
reference to the costs of adjournment in cases where, from the nature of 
the application, it is clear that the proper necessary costs of the appli- 
cation must be borne by the applicant. On the other hand, I think 
that the judges are careful not to check reasonable and proper adjourn- 
ments to themselves by visiting the party at whose instance the 
adjournment is taken with costs simply because he is unsuccessful. 
No general rule can be laid down, but the judges have to use their 
discretion carefully. The present application was by the plaintiffs 
in an action for leave to discontinue upon payment of all the costs of the 
action (ord. 26, r. 1). The master was prepared to make the order which, 
if made, would have been the judge’s order ; but tne defendants, desiring 
to make it a term of discontinuance that certain other costs should be paid 
by the plaintiffs, requested an adjournment to the judge, and the summons 
was accordingly adjourned into court. Tne question whether a particular 
summons should be adjourned to the judge in chambers or into court is a 
matter regulated by the nature of the case and other circumstances as to 
which the master, subject to general directions by the judge, exercices 
his discretion. I have dealt with the case upon its merits and, upon 
reconsideration, do not think that the opposition to the order asked for by 
the plaintiffs was reasonable. Under the circumstances I think it would 
not be ight that the plaintiffs should suffer in consequence of the adjourn- 
ment I adhere to the decision I originally gave. The defendants will 
get the costs of the summons, but they must pay the costs of the 
adjournment. I may say that, having regard to the nature of the objection 
to the course I proposed to take, I have co to other judges of greater 
experience than myself and am confirmed in my general view as to costs of 
r+ reese and I may also add that masters of experience tell me that 
this practice has been in existence since the time of Sir G. Jessel. It was 
urged that an order of the kind asked for must be made by the judge 

ly because discontinuance could not have taken place without the 
eave of ‘the court or a judge”; but, asI have explained, the order 
would have been the order of the judge though not personally pronounced 
by bim. All orders in the Division are made by the court or by 
a judge either personally or through a master. The case referred to of 
Lambton v. Parkinson (35 W. R. 545), even if in other respects it were 
analogous to the present, would not apply inasmuch as the duties of the 
masters in the Chancery Division and the Queen’s Bench D.vision are 
quite different. The case of Re Watts (22 Ch. D. 1) wasa case between 
mortgagee and mortgagor, and was not, in my opinion, intended to lay 
down any general rule as to ccsts of adj umments different from that 
which has been, eo far as I know, universally followed for many years.— 
Counset, Levett, Q.C.; Rowden, Q.C. Soxrcrrors, Blyth, Dutton, Hartley, 
§ Blyth, for M. F. Carter, Newnham; Wood, Bigg, § Nash, for Winter- 
botham ¢ Sons, Stroud. 

[Reported by R. Lercn Ramssoruam, Barrister-at-Law.) 





Quarter Sessions. 


REG. v. MUGFORD. Barnstaple Quarter Sessions (before Sir Sherston 
Baker, Bart., Recorder, and a Bench of Magistrates). 18th April. 
Finance Act, 1898, s. 4—‘* Grocerne’’ Sprerr. 

This was an appeal against the decision of the borough bench dismissing 
a charge against Mr. Edward Mugford, wine and spirit merchant, of 
Barnstaple, of having on his premises ia Maiden-street on the 6th of 
January, 1900, a cask which was being subjected to a process for the pur- 
o e of extracting the spirit absorbed in the wood thereof contrary to the 
aw. Counsel for the Inland Revenue said that as far as he knew there 
had been no decision upon section 4 of the Finance Act, 1898, by a 
superior court in this conntry, but there were two very important 
decisions upon it by one of the Lords of the Scotch Court. The words of 
the section were that ‘‘no shall bave on his premises any cask 
which is being subjected to any such process, or “T By. extracted 
from the of such cask.” Prior to the Act of 1895 “ grogging”’ 
was permissible, but owing to the diffivulty of obtaining the pay~- 
ment of duty on “grogging it was made illegal. When the Inland 
Revenue officers visi Mr. Mugford’s premises on the 6th of 
May, they found in the loft in Maiden-street in a cask, about hilf a 
galion of a fluid known as “‘ grogging’’ or weak spirit. There was a wet 
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patch on the top of the cask and on the ground where it stood, shewing 
that it had recently been dealt with, and, as he submitted, in direct 
contravention of the Act. He contended that the effect of the decisions he 
had quoted was that it did not matter to what purposes the cask had been 
submitted, even filling it with water and sending it to the farm, as had 
been stated, would be a technical offence, but he contended that in this 
case the water had been put in two days or so before, and it had the effect 
of drawing out the spirit, which was a direct contravention of the pro- 
visions of the Act. After evidence had been given for the prosecution and 
defence, the defendant’s witnesses stating that spirit casks were taken to 
Mr. Mugford’s farm with water for a threshing machine, and one being 
returned by itself, and having been overlooked about Christmas, had been 
where the cask was found by the Revenue officers. 

Tue Recorper said he considered the evidence—particularly the expert 
evidence—was so strong that a conviction must follow. Mr. Mugford, he 
believed, was as innocent of this matter as any person in court, but some 
of his men, without his knowledge, had been extracting this whisky from 
the cask, and he wished that the men, instead of Mr. Mugford, were there 
to suffer the penalty. In law the master had to be responsible for the act 
of his servant, and Mr. Mugford would have to bear the penalty of what 
they had so disgracefully done. Mr. Mugford would be fined £25. [An 
application t> state a case was refused. |—Counset, McKellar ; Weatherley. 








THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 


Tux concluding lecture in connection with the Solicitors’ Managing 
Clerks’ Association was given on Tuesday by Mr. A. Underhill, LL.D., 
Reader of the Law of Real and Personal Property in the Inns of : Court, 
on ‘The Land Transfer Act, 1897.” Mr. Justice Cuannewt presided. 

Mr. Unverai1t, after some preliminary remarks, said that the Act of 
1897 was the first adequate attempt to bring about the registration of 
title in this country. In other parts of the world an attempt to secure 
cheap transfer with reliable title had been made in other ways. In 
America, for instance, there was a system under which a landowner could 
go to an insurance company, who would investigate his title, and would 
give him a policy guaranteeing that it was good. He was assured that in 
the States such policies were readily accepted by purchasers, who con- 
sidered them complete proof as to the bond fide nature of the title. He 
could not discover that any such system had ever been tried in this country, 
although it well might have been, before the introduction of such an 
extensive change as that which was intended to be brought about by the 
Land Transfer Act. The lecturer then traced in detail the history of legisla- 
tion as to the registration of title, pointing out that both the Acts of Lord 
Westbury and of Lord Cairns had proved dead letters. The Act of 1897 
was in form merely an amendment of the Act of 1875, but it was in 
substance far more important than the principal Act itself, because it made 
a great alteration in the law with{regard to the devolution of real property, 
and contained provisions for gradually making the registration of titles 
compulsory; throughout England and Wales. Mr. Underhill then dis- 
cussed ,the various devices suggested for evading compulsory registration. 
The immediate effects of the new Act were microscopic, but ultimately 
they would be of very great importance. It had been estimated, and Lord 
Cairns in 1875 satisfied himself that the estimate was not excessive, that 
upwards of 1,000 conveyances of land, either by way of sale or mortgage, 
took place in this{country every working day. Oneof the effects of the new 
Act would be that a person who was placed in a false position owing toa 
fraudulent entry in the register would receive ccmpensation from the State. 
The operation of the Act might be checked in its infancy by the extra 
expense and delay which must necessarily be incident to it for some years, 
but if it survived the test of the first ten years or so, and if county councils 
permitted its extension, it would in course of time, no doubt, supplant the 
present system entirely. 

Mr. Justice Cuannex1, replying to a vote of thanks, said the subject was 
one in which theoretical considerations tended one way and practical con- 
siderations tended another way. If they could begin all over again, as our 
colonies had done, he supposed it was clear that they would like to have a 
complete register of title. The difficulty always had been as to whether 
anybody could invent a system which would give posterity the advantages 
which would arise from having a complete registration of and all over the 
country without a great disadvantage to the generation in whose time it 
was introduced. That object did not yet appear to have been accom- 
—, although to the legal profession in whose generation it was intro- 

it must be a decided advantage because it must increase their work. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 
THE HARDWICKE SOCIETY. 


The annual dinner of the Hardwicke Society was held on Wednesday 
evening, the chair being taken by Mr. E. Percival Clarke. ‘The principal 
guests were the Speaker, Lord Rathmore, and Lord Robertson ; and there 
were present, among others, Lord Justice Collins, Mr. Justice Darling, 
the Attorney-General, the Solicitor-General, and Sir E. Clarke, Q.C. 
After the usual toasts, 

The Prestpent proposed the toast of the evening, ‘‘Our Guest,’’ who, in 
1861, was elected a member of the Hardwicke Society together with Mr. 
Courtney, Lord Justice Rigby, and Sir Fitzjames Stephen. He believed 
that the Speaker was introduced by Lord Herschell. 


The Sreaker, in response, said that the Bar and the House of Commons 
were the two institutions with which his life had been most associated. 
Such faculties as he had acquired for his office were learnt from his having 
sat for nine years under Mr. Speaker Peel. Of Sir Edward Clarke he 
would say that there was no ex-member whose return would be more 
heartily acclaimed by all parties. He agreed with Sir E. Clarke that there 
had been a vast increase in the number of fairly good speakers. That was 
due to the greater influence of public meetings and the decadence of 
quieter, but possibly more objectionable, methods of winning the favour 
of constituencies. The increase, also, of other representative electoral 
bodies had much to do with the general improvement. 

The Soricrror-Gengrst proposed ‘The Bench.’”’ He was, he said, 
reminded of the evening many years ago on which he was welcomed to the 
Hardwicke Society by the president’s tather. 

Lord Roserrson said that the slender connection with the English bench 
which bound bim thereto permitted him to re-echo the praise of the bench. 
His perplexity, however, was that the society was a shool of rhetoric 
whereas the bench was a silent body. Further, it was not a representative 
body, though it was the oldest and also, he believed, the most permanently 
popular institution in the country. In Mansfield’s day the task of a great 
judge was to construct a body of jurisprudence; now the overwhelming 
task was to deal with an ever-increasing mass of materials, the complexity 
of which made it too hard for the keenest intellects to discern a principle ; 
and the labours would be too great for the human mind were it not for the 
valuable help of counsel, on whom largely depended whether the judicial 
exposition of the law was sound or the reverse. 

Mr. Justice Dariinc proposed ‘‘ The Bar,’’ and said that their opinion 
of the bar would be enhanced by the statement of Lord Robertson that the 
judgment was, after all, mainly the work of the bar. With the toast he 
coupled the Attorney-General. 

The ArrorNey-GeENERAL, in response, said that he had been called to the 
bar just thirty years ago. He had enjoyed the co-operation of two 
Solicitor-Generals, whose membersbip of the society had, he was glad 
to learn, enabled them to keep him straight. For the last five years he 
bad been a sort of barrister in a glass case, and almost any member of 
the profession would have been better able to respond to the toast. The 
changes of the profession during thirty years had been great, and one of 
them was the loss of Westminster Hall, for which the dreary hall of the 
new. courts was no substitute. The charms of circuit had also to some 
extent vanished, and he could wish that the members of the Chancery 
bar were obliged to go circuit or sessions in order to learn men as well 
as the principles of equity. ‘The Hardwicke Society had been the nurse of 
many judges, and he hoped would be se in the future. 

Lord Justice Coturss proposed ‘‘The Hardwicke Society.”” He was 
afraid that common law judges were not in the habit of listening to 
speeches of the rhetorical finish which was imparted by the Hardwicke 
Society. Speaking as one ‘‘ from all the cheerful ways of men cut off,’’ 
he would welcome some reminiscences of Piunket or Gladstone. He had 

no doubt that the Hardwicke Society would contribute as many judges to 
the bench in the future as it had in the past. 
The Prestpent responded. 
The last toast was that of ‘‘ The Past Officers of the Society.” 





Law Srvpents’ Desatine Soctery.—April 24.—Chairman, Mr. Archibald 
Hair.—The subject for debate was: ‘That the case of Hope v. Walter 
(1900, 1 Ch. 257) was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. J. O. Gordon opened in the 
affirmative, Mr. Wm. Bennett seconded in the affirmative; Mr. A. B. 
Russell opened in the negative, Mr. R P. Johnson seconded in the 


negative. ‘Tne following members also spoke: Messrs. Powers, Jolly, 
Haseltine Jones, Watson, and Tebbutt. The motion was carried by 
two votes. 


Bramincoam Law Srvupents’ Socrery.—April 24.—Mr. Bertram G. 
Grimley, B.A., LL.B., barrister-at-law, delivered a lecture on ‘‘ How to 
sell a business to acompany.’’ The lecturer, after pointing out some of 
the advantages of conversion of private businesses into limited companies, 
dealt with the various steps to be taken prior to the registration of the 
company. A hearty vote of thanks was passed to the lecturer for his 
address. 





COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 


The Council of Legal Education have made the following awards upon 
the recent examination : 
Roman Law. 


Crass I.—Henry Knight, Middle Temple; Joshua Scholefield, Middle 
Temple; and William C. T. Wilson, Gray’s-inn. 

Oxass Il.—Arthur V. Arrowsmith, Middle Temple; John J. Fenelon, 
Middle Temple; Sydney A. Kyffin, Lincoln’s-inn; Joha P. Lockwood, 
Inner Temple ; Charles H. Lyell, Lincoln’s-inn ; Gilbert H. Moorhead, 
Inner Temple; Macaulay Mort, Inner Temple; Frederick O. Oertel, 
Lincoln’s-inn; Thomas W. Richardson, Inner Temple; Robert W. 
Seward, Lincoln’s-inn; Amar Singh, Lincoln’s-inn; Frederick H. 
Smiton, Lincoln’s-inn ; Courtney Terrell, Gray’s-inn; Harold C. Tripp, 
Middle Temple; Alfred B. Weaver, Lincoln’s-inn; and Allan Young, 
Inner Temple. 

J. E. Allen, Inner Temple; Syed M. Ali, Middle Temple; ©. de 8S. 
Batuvantudave, Gray’s-inn ; FrancisT. V. Bayly, Middle Temple ; Willem 
K. Bisschop, Lincoln’s-inn; Thomas Bower, Lincoln’s-ion; Lous F. 
Bradford, Middle Temple; John Buchan, Middle Temple; Francis R. 
Bush, Lincoln’s-inn ; dad H. Carey, Lincoln’s-inn; Frederick J. 
Caswell, Middle Temple; Surendra N. Chandra, Gray’s-inn; George 
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J. Christian, Gray’s-inn; James R. Conyers, Inner Temple; Herbert F. 
Cornes, Inner Temple; Francis E. B. Duff, Inner Temple; William J. 
Evans, Gray’s-inn ; Arthur Foulkes, Gray’s-inn ; Evelyn M. Gaskell, Inner 
Temple; Charles H. Gibbs, Inner Temple; Henry G. Greatrex, Middle 
Temple, Thomas dela G. Grissell, Inner Temple ; Satish C. Gupta, Gray’s- 
inn; Michael J. Harnedy, Lincoln’s-inn; Mohammad W. Hyder, Middle 
Temple; Thomas A. Jones, Middle Temple; Apparandra B. Kariapa, 
Middle Temple; Alfred J. Kennedy, Middle Temple; Mir A. Khan, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Jagat R. Khosla, Lincoln’s-inn ; William G. Lewis, Gray’s- 
inn; William J. Lias, Lincoln’s-inn ; James P. Logan, Gray’s-inn ; Artus 
A. A. Lucas, Middle Temple ; Cheppudira T. Machaya, Middle Temple ; 
Walter G. C. Macpherson, Inner Temple; Syed A. Mahomed, Inner 
Temple; William R. Mills, Inner Temple ; Eric O: Moore, Middle Temple ; 
Syud Nazeer Hosain, Lincoln’s-inn; Eugene O’Sullivan, Gray’s-iun ; 
William W. Otter-Barry, Inner Temple; Rudolf G. Pickthall, Lincoln’s- 
inn; Frederick ©. L. Pirkis, Inner Temple; Archibald H. Pocock, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; David T. H. Powell, Inner Temple; Jangamkote K. Raw, 
Gray’s-inn; Gerald N. Richardson, Inner Temple; Evelyn Riviere, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; William A. Robertson, Inner eg ; Thomas E. Rushton, 
Middle Temple ; Syed M. Salih, Lincoln’s-inn ; Herbert W. Sconce, Inner 
Temple; Pramatha N. Sen, Middle Temple ; Monanwarnda D. Sheikh, 
Middle Temple ; Khazan Singh, Lincoln’s-inn ; Daniel L. Thomas, Gray’s- 
inn; Christian Wagner, Inner Temple; Cuthbert W. Whitaker, Inner 
a Robert A. Wright, Inner Temple; and James Wylie, Inner 
Temple. 

Racekied, 116; passed, 80. Ten candidates were postponed until the 
Michaelmas examination, 1900. 


ConstituTIoNaL Law AND Lecat History. 


Crass I.—Edmund C. Bentley, Inner Temple; Henry Knight, Middle 
Temple; Gilbert H. Moorhead, Inner Temple; Harold M. Wiener, 
Lincoln’ s-inn. ; 

Crass II.— George H. Allen, Inner Temple; William A. E. Austen, 
Gray’s-inn; Philip W. Baker, Inner Temple; Charles N. Barham, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Horace O. C. Beasley, Inner Temple; Harry C. Bickmore, 
Gray’s-inn; Frank T. Bigham, Middle Temple; Gerald H. Carey, 
Lincoln’s-inn; Leonetto P. Cipriani, Inner Temple; Elisha A. Cohen, 
Lincoln’s-inn; Herbert F. Cornes, Inner Temple; George H. Couch, 
Middle Temple; Henry M. Crouch, Middle Temple; Charles N. Curtis, 
Inner Temple; William J. Evans, Gray’s-inn; John J. Fenelon, Middle 
Temple; Maurice E Ford, Lincoln’s-inn; John O. Gloster, Middle 
Temple; John H. Harris, Inner Temple; Gerald B. Hertz, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Alfred E. Hippisley, Inner Temple; Stephen R. Hobday, Gray’s-inn ; 
John D. Hobson, Middle Temple; Oscar J. Kuhn, Inner Temple ; 
Sydney A. Kyffin, Lincoln’s-inn; Bernard N. Lang ien-Davies, Lincoln’s- 
inn; John R. OC. Lyons, Inner Temple; Clarence G. Moran, Inner Temple ; 
Harold 8. Nicholas, Inner Temple; Peter Henry V. Nicolas, Middle 
Temple; Arthur Page, Inner Temple; Thomas W. Richardson, Inuer 
Temple; Thomas Richmond, Middle Temple; William A. Robertson, 
Inner Temple; Edward J. Sampson, Inner Temple; Joshua Scholefield, 
Middle Temple ; George W. Wilton, Middle Temple; and Wylie James, 
Inner Temple. 

Ciass III.—Mohamed Afzal, Gray’s-inn ; John E. Allen, Inner Temple ; 
Eustace M. Baxendell, Inner Temple; Cecil W. Beresford, Middle 
Temple ; Frank H. Boddington, Gray’s-inn; Wensley H. Bond, Inner 
Temple; Henry L. Brackenbury, Inner Temple; George R. Brigatocke, 
Inner Temple; Hugh W. Brodie, Inner Temple; John Buchan, Middle 
Temple; Ratan Chand, Gray’s-inn; Frederic Cliffe, Middle Temple ; 
Montagu H. Cox, Gray’s-inn ; George 8. Croshaw, Inner Temple; Arthur 
H. A. Ourrie, Inner Temple; Henry H. Ourtis-Bennett, Middle Temple ; 
Asutosh Das, Gray’s-inn ; Llewelyn 8. Davies, Inner Temple; Arthur L. 
Downer, Lincoln’s-inn; Rupert V. Farish, Gray’s-inn; William W. 
Finny, Inner Temple; William P. Frean, Lincoln’s-inn ; Mohamed Y. 
Gauher-Ali, Gray’s-inn ; Nusserwanji B Gazder, Lincoln’s-inn; Harold 
W. Giffard, Lincoln’s-inn; Thomas J. Goodlake, Inner Temple; 
William G. A. Grell, Gray’s-inn; Herbert F. Hargreaves, Inner 
Temple; (Hon.) Alexander ©. Harris, Inner Temple; Kenneth H. 
Hathorn, Inner Temple; Henry O. W. Hawley, Inner Temple ; Daniel G. 
Hemmant, Inner Temple, Edward K. Henderson, Inner ‘l'emple; Claud 
W. Heneage, Inner Temple ; Henry M. Hooke, Middle Temple; Lancelot 
H. Hughes, Lincoln’s-inn; Thomas A. Jones, Middle Temple; Alfred 
J. Kennedy, Middle Temple ; James Keogh, Gray’s-inn ; Abdul M. Khan, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Mir A. Khan, Liacoln’s-inn ; Syed A. M. Khan, Inner 
Temple; Nigel S. Lewis, Lincoln’s-inn; William J. Lias, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Hubert F. Lowe, Inner Temple; Oharles H. Lyell, Lincoln’s-inn ; Walter 
G. OC. Macpherson, Inner Temple ; Peroshan P. Meherjee, Middle Temple ; 
Hirabhai M. Mehta, Lincoln’s-inn ; Richard Nixon, Gray’s-inn; Gerald 
C. O’Gorman, Inner Temple; Francis H. M. Parker, Inner Temple ; 
Richard Parry, Middle Temple; Frederick O. L. Pirkis, Inner Temple ; 
Archibald H. Pocock, Lincoln’s-inn; Harold W. Pollock, Inner Temple ; 
Evelyn Riviere, Lincoln’s-ian; Harold O. B. Roberts, Inner Temple ; 
Hugh D. Roberts, Middle Temple ; Kanwar Sain, Lincoln’s-inn ; Herbert 
W. Sconce, Inner Temple; Robert W. Seward, Lincoln’s-inn; Ovid E. 
L. Sharples, Middle Temple ; Monanwarnda D. Sheikh, Middle Temple ; 
Gurdit Singh, Gray’s-inn; Rachhpal Singh, Gray’s-inn; Ran Singb, 
Lincoln’s-inn; Randolph M. Smyth, Gray’s-inn; John A. Spedding, 
Inner Temple ; George W. P. Swinburne, Inner Temple; Thomas 8. 
Tomlinson, Inner Temple ; Bapoojee D. Vacha, Lincoln’s-inn ; Christian 
Wagner, Inner Temple; Edgar W. Walker, Inner Temple; Alfred B. 
Weaver, Lincoln’s-inn ; Cuthbert W. Whitaker, Inner Temple; Robert 
H. Whitworth, Inner Temple; Roland P. Williams, Gray’s-inn ; Thomas 
Jeremiah Williams, Gray’s-inn; Almed M. Wilshere, Gray’s-inn; 
William ©. T. Wilson, Gray’s-inn; Robert D. Workman, Middle Temple ; 
Robert A. Wright, Inner Temple. 





The special prize of £50 in Constitutional Law and Legal History 
awarded to Harold M. Wiener, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Examined, 143; passed, 125. One candidate postponed until the 
Michaelmas examination, 1900. 


Eviwence, Procepvre, anp Crrminat Law. 


Crass I.—Herbert W. C. Carnduff, Inner Temple ; Arthur H. W. Cress, 
Middle Temple; Henry N. Crouch, Middle Temple; Alfred E. Daniell, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Harry C. Garsia, Lincoln’s-inn; William N. Gibb, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Frank Giles, Inner Temple; Romril J. R. Goffin, Lincoln’s- 
inn; Joshua Scholefield, Middle Temple. 

Cxass Il.—Herbert M. Adler, Middle Temple; Maulvi 8S. Ahmed, 
Gray’s-inn ; Morris Alexander, Inner Temple; John A. Barratt, Inner 
Temple ; James A. Battersby, Middle Temple ; John W. F. Beaumont, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Charles R. Brigstocke, Middle Temple; Thomas F. 
Burrowes, Lincoln’s-inn; John E. Clauson, Inner Temple; Arthur 8. 
Cohen, Middle Temple ; William Copping, Lincoln’s-inn ; Gordon Crosse, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Frederick J. de Mel, Inner Temple; Romani K. Doss, 
Lincoln’s-inn; Reginald B. Fellows, Middle Temple ; tomy Galea, 
Middle Temple; Ralph B. H. Gibbins, Middle Temple ; John C. Gloster, 
Middle ten hy Albert W. Grant, Middle Temple ; Ivon Grindley-Ferris, 
Inner Temple; John J. Howe, Gray’s-inn; Arthur M Kelly, Lincoln’s- 
inn; Cecil William Lilley, Middle Temple; Walter G. Lord, Gray’s-inn ; 
John A. Moore, Middle Temple; Owen G. Morris, Gray’s-inn ; Mumtaz- 
Husein, Gray’s-inn ; Richard B. Murphy, Inner Temple ; Graeme 
Thomson, Lincoln’s-inn ; Harold M. Wiener, Lincoln’s-inn ; Wilfrid M. 
Wigley, Middle Temple; and William O. T. Wilson, Gray’s-inn. 

Mathurbhai P. Amin, Lincoln’s-inn ; Thomas M. E. Armstrong, Lin- 
coln’s-inn ; Sydney Ashley, Gray’s-inn ; Adams R. W. Atkins, Lincoln’s- 
inn; Philip W. Baker, Inner Temple; Edmund ©. Bentley, Inner 
Temple; Frank T. a Middle Temple ; Bertram O. Bircham, Inner 
Temple; Willem R. Bisschop, Lincoln’s-inn; Patrick J. Blair, Middle 
Temple; Arthur G. Blake, Inner Temple; Harold R. Bonsey, Inner 
Temple; William P. Brigstocke, Inner Temple; David G. Campbell- 
Johnston, Lincoln’s-inn; Thomas Close, Inner Temple; Arthur H. A. 
Currie, Inner Temple; Charles N. Curtis, Inner Temple; Jehangir D. 
Davar, Inner Temple; Walt r H. Davies, Middle Temple; Robert G. 
Ellis, Inner Temple; George S. Elliston, Lincoln’s-inn ; Robert G. Everitt, 
Lincoln’s-inn; William H. E. Fellows, Gray’s-inn; George A. Field, 
Inner Temple; William W. Finny, Inner Temple; Percy U. Fischer, 
Middle Temple; Thomas E. J. FitzGerald, Inner Temple; Nugent C. 
Grant, Inner Temple; William G. A. Grell, Gray’s-inn; William 
T. J. Gun, Inner Temple ; Herbert F. Hargreaves, Inner Temple; John 
H. Harris, Inner Temple; Henry Hatfield, Lincoln’s-inn; Edward K. 
Henderson, Inner Temple; William. CG. Henderson, Middle Temple ; 
Richard A. Hornby, Middle Temple; Julius Jacob, Middle Temple; 
Douglas H. Johnston, Inner Temple ; John W. Jones, Gray’s-inn ; Sadiq 
A. Khan, Middle Temple; Oscar J. Kuhn, Inner Temple; Sydney A. 
Kyffin, Lincoln’s-inn; Hugh A. Law, Inner Temple; Henry D. 8. Leake, 
Inner Temple; Nigel S. Lewis, Lincoln’s-inn ; John R. U. Lyons, Inner 
Temple; Alastair D. Macdonald, Inner Temple; Robert P. Mahaffy, 
Inner Temple; Edmund Marshall, Middle Temple; Alan McLean, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Hirabhai M. Mehta, Lincoln’s-inn ; Baddipalli Nagappa, 
Gray’s-inn; Karin Narain, Lincoln’s-inn; Charles St. J. W. Nicholson, 
Inner Temple; Samuel R. Nightingale, Middle Temple; Martin O’Connor, 
Gray’s-inn; Samuel I. Oddie, Middle Temple; Arthur Page, Inner 
Temple ; Francis H. M. Parker, Inner Temple ; Cecil R. Phillips, Middle 
Temple; Henry Plange, Lincoln’s-inn ; Ernest H. Pooley, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Thomas T. Poynton, Middle Temple; Albert P. A. Profumo, Inner 
Temple; Charles §. Rene, Gray’s-inn; Thomas Richmond, Middle 
Temple; Aubrey C. Robinson, Inner Temple; Kanwar Sain, Lincoln’s- 
inn; BakhshiS. D. Sethy, Middle Temple; Richard A. Singer, Middle 
Temple: Gurdit Singh, Gray’s-inn; Gyan Singh, Gray’s-inn; William 
Stocken, Middle Temple; Stanley 8S. Taylor, Inner Temple; Herbert 
Turner-Emery, Inner Temple ; B. Weaver, Lincoln’s-inn; William 
H. J. Wegg, Inner Temple; Edmund T. Whitaker, Inner Temple ; 
we D. Workman, Middle Temple; George E. O. Yarborough, Inner 
Temple. 

Special prize of £50 for the best examination in procedure and criminal 
law awarded to William N. Gibb, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Note.—This prize would have been divided between H. W. C. Carnduff 
and W. N. Gibb had not Mr. Carnduff been above the age limit. 

Examined, 177; passed, 121. Eight candidates were postponed until 
the Michaelmas examination, 1900. 


Pass CERTIFICATES. 


Crass I.—Certificate of Honour —William C. T. Wilson, Gray’s-inn. 

Crass Il.—Henry N. Crouch, Middle Temple; Alfred E. Daniell, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Arthur M. Kelly, Lincoln’s-inn; Edmund Marshall, 
Middle Temple ; Samuel I. Oddie, Middle Temple ; Philip N. Richardson, 
Middle Temple; and Richard A. Singer, Middle oo 

Oxass III.—Morris Alexander, Inner Temple; P < W. Baker, Inner 
Temple; George M. Bennett, Inner Temple; Frank T. Bigham, Middle 
Temple; Bertram O. Bircham, Inner Temple; Arthur G. Blake, Inner 
Temple; William Copping, Lincoln’s-inn; Jehangir D. Davar, Inner 
Temple; Edwin A. Durham, Gray’s-inn ; Robert G@. Everitt, Lincoln’s- 
inn; Percy U. Fischer, Middle Temple; Ivon Grindley-Ferris, Inner 
Temple ; John H. Harris, Inner Temple; Robert Henderson, Lincoln’s- 
inn; William ©. Henderson, Middle Temple; George H. Hume, Middle 
Temple ; John R. O. Lyons, Inner Temple ; Arthur Page, Inner Temple ; 
John N. Roy, Gray’s-inn ; Patrick N. Russell, Inner Temple ; Stanley 8. 
Taylor, Inner Temple ; and John A. Vertannes, Gray’s-inn. 

Examined, 49; passed, 30. Five candidates were postponed until the 
Michaelmas examination, 1900. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS, 

Mr. Joun J. Perry, solicitor, of 3, Henrietta-street, Covent-garden, 
W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner of Oaths. Mr. Perry was 
admitted in 1894. 

Mr. Epwarp Morzis Grxson, of the firm of Messrs. Spencer, Gibson, & 
Son, solicitors, of 68, Cheapside, London, E.C., has been elected Chairman 
of the Sutton Urban District Council for the present year. 

Sir James Get, First Deemster in the Isle of Man, has been appointed 
Clerk of the Rolls in the said Island, in the room of Sir Alured Dumbell, 
deceased. 





INFORMATION REQUIRED. 

CorneLivs Parker Bianp (deceased).—The original Will of the above- 
named deceased (who died in 1868) is believed to have been in the 
possession of Mr. J. 8. Wheatley, of 7, Symond’s-inn, Chancery-lane, 
solicitor, at the date of Mr. Wheatley’s death in 1871. After his death his 

ractice and papers passed into the possession of either Mr. Richard 
oa, of 9, Gray’s-inn-square, or Mr. Robertson, of Lincoln’s-inn. If 
the successors of either Mr. Kerry or Mr. Robertson have the above will, 
will they kindly communicate without delay with Messrs. Wainwright, 
Pollock, & Co., 27, Great St. Helen’s, E C., colicitors for the beneficiaries. 





GENERAL. 


The election to the vacant Clerkship of the L‘eutenancy of London 
(which is open only to certificated solicitors) will take place at the Court of 
Lieutenancy to be held at the Guildhall on Monday, the 21st of May. 


The fourth annual meeting in support of the Inns of Court Mission 
will be held (by permi+tion of the benchers) in the Old Hall, Lincoln’s-inn, 
on Wednesday, the 2nd of May, 1900, at 5pm. The Lord Chancellor 
will preside. 

At the dinner of the Hardwicke Society Mr. Justice Darling remarked 
that ‘‘ he liked tne Attorney-General because be was a man possessed of 
a ‘devil.’’’” Whereupon the Attorney reminded the learned judge that 
“he was possessed, not of one, but of seven or eight ‘ devils,’ most of 
whom were present.’’ 

In connection with the Society of Comparative Legislation, Mr. Haldane, 
Q.C., M.P.. with deliver an address at the Colonial Institute on Friday, 
the 4th of May, at 4.30, on the subject of ‘: Federal Constitutions within 
the Empire.” The chair will be taken by the Solicitor-General. The 
Australian delegates have promised to attend. 

The St. James’s Gazette says that Mr. Milton Bradford, a London 
tolicitor, who claims to be the rightful Earl of Buchan, bas been in 
communication with the Lyon King-at-Arms at Edinburgh with regard 
to his claim, and has Jodged a caveat. [Mr. Bradford is stated in the 
Law List to have been admitted in 1865, and to practise at 35, Queen 
Victoria- street, and Milford Haven, Pembrokeshire. | 

The death is announced of Sir Jacobus Petrus de Wet, who was in 
1873 Solicitor-General at the Cape. In 1878 he «cted as Recorder for 
Griqualand West, subsequently becoming Chief Justice in the Transvaal, 
which post he filled during the years 1880-81. During the two following 
years he was acting Cbief Justice of Ceylon, retiring finally from the 
service in 1883, in which year he received the honour of knighthood. 


From the fifth annual report by the Chief Registrar of Friendly Societies 
it appears that in the United Kingdom there were in 1898 altogether 2,586 
building societies, 2,340 of them being in England, 154 in Scotland, and 
92 in Ireland They have an aggregate membership of 612,874 and an 
aggregate income of £38,221,443. The total liabilities of these societies 
are £59,474,126, of which rum £3,334,129 consirts of undivided profits. 
The total assets are £59,012,974 making a balance deficit of £461,152. 


The first meeting of creditors of Edwin Higgs, of 68, Mornington-road, 
Camden Town, solicitor, was held on Monday. It appeared, says the 
Tvmes, that the debtor commenced to practice about ten years ago, and 
until 1895 he carried on business in partnership. He attributed his 
insolvency to excessive intere-t on borrowed money, heavy legal costs, 
and inability to practice through want of capital. No accounts were filed, 
but the lisbilities were estimated at £3,000, and the value of the assets was 
not yet ascertained. 

A correspondent of the Times says that the late Mr. Elton, Q.C., 
contributed (with his wife’s assistance) a capital volume on ‘“‘ The Great 
Book- Collectors ’’ to the ‘‘ Books about Books ’’ series in 1893 ; a catalogue 
of the very choice and interesting library of Mr. and Mrs. Elton was 
printed a few years ago. Mr. Elton was a member of that exclusive book- 
collecting coterie, the Roxburghe Club, which started in 1812 to com- 
memorate the sale of the Duke of Roxkurghe’s splendid library, and of 
which the president is the Marquis of Salisbury. e 


Sir Francis Jeune, the President of the Psobate and Divorce Division, 
having, says the Times, recently called upon the clerks over sixts -five 
years of age in his division to retire, a meeting of all the junior clerks in 
the Central Office of the Supreme Court has lately been held at which 
resolutions were ed and a petition was prepared and signed for pre- 
sentation to the Treasury, the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, and 
the Muster of the Rolls, setting forth the fact, among others, that tome of 


the junior clerks had been thirty-five years in office without promotion,. 


and praying that a similar course of compulsory retirement of the s:niors 
might be made ia their department m accordance with the provisions of 


The annual general meeting of. the bar will be held in the Old Dining 
Hall of Lincoln’s-inn, on Tuesday, the 1st of May, 1900, at 4.15 o’clock. 
The annual election of members to fill the vacancies upon the Council 
will be held in the week ending the 26th of May, 1900. Every barrister 
is entitled to vote at the election, and voting papers with instructions to 
voters will be sent to every barrister whose professional address within 
the United Kingdom is given in the Law List. ery candidate for election 
must be proposed in writing, and his proposal form, signed by at least 
ten barristers, must be sent to the secretary at the offices of the Council, 
at 2, Hare-court, Temple, on or before Tuesday, the 8th of May, 1900. 
Proposal forms may be obtained from the secretary. 


A correspondent of the Times says that ‘‘ The Inland Revenue Depart- 
ment has ruled that on all payments due and made after the 5th of April 
on investments in the public funde, foreign or colonial loans or companies, 
oron salaries and pensions, the full income tax of ls. is to be charged ; 
but that interest on ground-rents, or which is paid out of the profits of 
companies in the United Kingdom, is taxed at 8d. and ls. prvportionately 
to the sum accruing before or after that fateful day. One does not question 
the delightful simplicity of this rule—which, it goes without saying, 
makes for the advantage of the department—but one may he excused if 
one fails to see the sweet reasonableness of it. Take one case as a test: 
A holder of debenture stock in an English railway finds that from his 
interest due the 1st of July income tax 1s deducted at 8d. for three months 
and 1s. for three months (omitting fractional days). But if he holds 
debenture stock in either of the great Canudian railways—stock whi-h is 
issued, held, and registered solely in London—income tax is deducted for 
the whole six months at 1s.” 


At the Guildball police-court on Tuesday, says the Zimes, Arthur 
Clarke, of Aldersgate-:treet, was summoned, at the instance of the Incorpor- 
ated Law Society of the United Kingdom, forhaving, on the 29th of January, 
unlawfully, wilfully, and falsely pretended to be a soliciior. Mr. 0. VU. 
Humphrey} s, appearing for the society, stated that the defendant had on 
the day in question written to a lady at Bexhill asking for the settlement 
of a certain account, at the same time informing her that if it was not 
paid he would have to take the matter into court, which would only 
increase the expense. ‘The Jady consulted her solicitor, »nd the circum- 
stances were reported to the Law Society. It was found that the 
defendant was in the employment of Mes-rs. Line & S ns, Aldersgate- 
street, a most respectable firm. Since the summons had been issued, he 
(Mr. Humpbreys) had received a communication from a very old pro- 
fessional friend in connection with the matter, and, in the circumstances, 
he now desired to withdraw the summons But he would have to usk the 
defendant to undertake to refrain in the future irom doing as he had 
done, and not to go to the City of London Court for forms to use. Mr. 
Sherman, representing the defendant, gave the promise, but remarked 
that, had the case gone on, he should have contended that Mr. Clarke 
had not brought himself within the meaning of the Act, for on the letter 
he had rent to this lady at Bexbill-on-Sea the heading sta‘ed that he was 
an accountant, and that the extra expense of taking the matter into court 
would be 6s., this meant the court fees. Still, the defendant had acted 
unwisely, and would give the desired promise. The sunmons was then 
withdrawn. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Recisteans mm ATTENDANCE ON 










Appest Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justic: 
No, 2. SriRLine, Kekewica. 
Mr. Pemberton Mr. Church Mr. Beal 
Jackson Greswell Pugh 
Pemberton Church Beal 
Jack-on Gres well Pugh 
Pemberton Church Beal 
Jackson Greswell Pugh 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
J Byrueg, Cozens-Hanvy, FAaRwELv. BUCKLEY. 
Monday, _e -eeeee30 Mr, Carrington Mr, King Mr. Leach Mr. Jackson 
Tuesday, y «at Lavie iy Godfrey Pemberton 
Wednesday | Carrington King Leach T avie 
Thursday . a Lavie Farmer Godfrey Carrington 
Frida ice Carrington King Leach Pugh 
Sa DU scopinaa> ssuancea Lavie ‘armer Godfrey Beal 





EASTER SITTINGS, 1900. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Aprgrat Court II. 

The General List and pope Motions 
from the Chancery, and Pro » Divorce, 
and Admiralty Divisions (Probate and 
Divorce), and the County Palatine and | Tuesday.. 
Stannaries Courts, and Appeals in Bank- 


County Palatine apps and 
Thureday 0 8 Chan gen list 
Friday ..,,... 4...Bkcy and Chan gen list 
Saturday ... 5 








Lord Coleridge’s Committee of 1885. 


ruptcy and Lunacy. a Sane ex Le org 
te—org’ mots—apps from ords made 
~ Rend Bs 3 es Wednesday 9(0n appeal mots (sep 
Tues., April 24 { on appeal mots (sep list). Hist). ana Chan gen list if 
and Chan General ‘List if | mhursd 7 omgee 
required jursday ...10...Chan gen list : 
Wednesday 25 ) F Friday ...... 11...Bkey and Chan gen list 
Thursday ...26 § Chan gen list Saturday .,.12 ) , 
Friday ...... 27. Bkey and Chan gen list | caper a setts ~ f Chan gen list 
Saturday ...28 Uesday...... A , 
Monday ....80 ¢ Chancery gen list pp motns ex pte—org 
Tues, May 1 mots—apps from ords made 
J App motns ex pte—orgl Wednesday 16, 0n appeal mots (sep 
(mots aie made | list), and Chan gen list 
Wednesday 2/ on “rp mots (sep list) if required 
and Chan gen list if Thursday ...17,,,Chan gen list 
\ required Friday ..... 18.. Bkey and Chan gen list 
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App motns ex pte—orgl 

mots — apps from o 

made on appeal mots (sep 

list), and Chan gen list if 
uired 


req 
.. Chan gen list 
...Bkey and Chan gen list 


App motns ex 1” 
mots—ay Se 
on @ mots (eep list), 
and Chan gen list 
required 

Thursday ...81..,.Chan gen list 

Friday,June 1..,Bkcy and Chan gen list 

a = 9 (if any) are taken 


in Appeal Court II. on every Monda 
at Eleven until further notice.” 


Wednesday 30 


Appeat Covrr I. 


Final and interlocutory appeals from the 
Queen’s Bench Division, the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division (Ad- 

miralty). 
App motns ex pte—orgl 


mots and apps from o1 
Tues., April 24 { made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if 
required 
Wednesday 25 
Thursday 36} New trial paper 
Friday ......27 
Apps in re The Workmen’s 
Saturday ...28 { Compensation Act and 
new trial paper if required 


App motns ex pte—orgl 

mots — apps from o. 
Monday.......30 { made on interlocutory mots 
—s B final apps if re- 


q 
Weddesday 2| 
D 
Thursday A 3 Q B final apps 
Friday...... 4 
Apps in re The Workmen’s 
Saturday ... 6 Compensation Act and QB 
= |ppe if required . 
pp motns ex on 
mots — apps from o 
Monday..... 7 ( made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if re- 
quired 
ay 9 : 
Thursday "3 New trial peper 
Friday ...... lt a 
pps in re The Workmen’s 
Saturday ...12) Compensation Actand new 
ial paper if required 
App motos ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps frum ords 
Monday......14 { made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final apps if re- 
quired 
Weinesday 16 
1 
Thursday 17 [% B final apps 
Friday ...... 18 
: Apps in re The Workmen's 
Saturday ...19 Compensation Actand Q B 
final apps if required 
App motas ex i 
motos — apps from 
Monday...,,,21 { made oninterlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if re- 
quired 
ae ma oe ) 
Thora "= New trial paper 
Friday ...,... 25 


’ Apps ia re The Workmen’s 

Saturday ...262 Compensation Act and new 
trial paper if required 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — ap) from o} 

Monday .....28 { made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final appeals if 
required 


Thursday ...31 ( @ B final apps 


N.B.—Admira'ty Appeals (with Assessors) 
witl be taten on asys tu bs appomted by 
the Court. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Cuancery Court I, 

Mr. Justice STIRLING. 

Tues., April 24...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 

nm ¥ %5( General paper 

hursday ...26 4 
Friday ....., 27... Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
Saturday ...28 | Sht caus, pets, adj sums, & 


Monday...,, 90... pitting in chambers 





Tues., May 1 

Wednesday 2} Witness actions 
Thursday. 3 

ns BR, 4...0; t mots and wit acts 
poniey. iecias [. ang ing in chambers 


A Aes 18...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
Saturday ...19 | Sht caus, pets, adj sums, & 


FL ar wen +22 nant 
ednewday 2 { 
Thursday ...24 pris 


Fy may J +81 
Friday, June 1...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 


same can be put in the paper to be go. 


heard, and the necessary papers, inelud~ 
oe of the pro; ju or 
order, must be left with the judge’s clerk 
one clear day before the cause is to be 
put into the paper. 

N.B.—Witness Actions may be taken on 
days other than those above stated. Of 
these due notice will be given. 


Cuancery Court IV. 
Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 
The following will be the Order of Busi- 


ness :— 
> —Unopposed Petitions and Cham- 


nounced in Daily Cause List. 

Friday, May 25, is the last day tor which 
notice of Motion may be given without 
zs leave. al # 

N.B.—The first o~ of the Sittings, Tues- 
day, April 24. also be a Motion day. 

Saturday—such business as from time to 
fime announced in Daily Cause List. 


Sreciat Notice Resrectine Petitions 
AND Buort Causes. 
Unopposed Petitions dealing with Funds in 
Court will, unless ordered, be 
heard on Monday before the Chamber 


Summonses. 
Other Petitions will be taken in Court on 
days from time to time appointed for the 


purpose. 
Short Causes will be heard on days from 


which can be fi J "8 
Clerk in Court when the necessary papers 
(including minutes) are left with > 


Lorp CHANcELLor’s Court. 
Mn. Justice FARWELL, 


Actions transferred for Trial or Hearing 
only will be taken in the order in the 
Cause List on e day of the Sittings, 
from Apuil js to =) es 

on on Liverpool an 
Se oh wok is taken). 

Business in the Liverpool and Manchester 
District Registries will be taken as 
follows :-— 

Motions, Short Causes, Petitions, and 
Adjourned Summonses on every 
Saturday, commencing with Saturday, 
April 25. 

Summonses in Chambers on every other 


Saturday, commencing with Saturday, 
April 28. 


Mr. Justices BU JKLEY. 
Actions transferred for Trial or Hearing 
only will be taken ia the order in the 
Cause List on & day of the Si 8, 
from April 24 to June 1, both days 
ve. 


Cuancery Covar II. 
Mr. Justice BYRNE, 
Tues., April 24,..Mots and non wit list 


Wi 25 : 
Thursday 36} Non wit list 





4 Bht 
Saturday ...28 { Sims “and hon peotane 


Tues., May 1) 
Wednesday 2 | avon wit ist 


Friday ...... My and non wit list 
t caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ... 5 gums, an’ bon wit list 
Monday... .. 7...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 8 

Wednesday 9 Non wit list 

Thursday ...10 

Friday ......11...Mots and non wit list 


Sht caus. pets, + > eed 
Saturday ...12 { suas, and non wit list 
Monday......14...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...15 
Wednesday 18 | Witness list 
Thursday ...17 


Friday ...... 18...Urgent mots and wit list 
Saturday «19... Witness list 

Monday .....21...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...22 

Wednesday 23 Witness list 

Thursday ...24 
Friday ......25... Urgent mots and wit list 
Saturday ...26...Witness ust 
Monday......28...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ... ..29 ns mots and non 


Wednesday 30 415 
Thursday ...31 | Non wit list 
Friday, June 1 .. Mots and non wit list 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the 

posed judgment or order must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put in the 


per. 
N Be The following Papers on Further 
ideration are required for the use of 
by Ps udge, viz. Posy of — 
0} e proposed Ju ent or er, 1 
y Pl and 1 Copy Chief Clerk’s 


Certificate, which must be left in Court | 


with the Judge’s Clerk one clear day 
before the Further Consideration is ready 
to come into the paper. 





| Saturday ....96 
| Monday......23...8itting in chambers 
so marked in the cause | 


Cuaycery Cover III. 
Mr. Justice COZENS-HARDY. 


Tues., April 24...Mots and adj sums 

Thureday ”26 | General paper 

peat may oe and adj sums . 

it caus, pets, fur cons, 

Saturday ...23} pn 

Monday .. ..30 . Sitting in chambers 

Tues., y 1 

Wednesday 2) Witness actions 

faaer”.. 4.0 nd wit acts 

i . «. 4..Urgent mots a t 

Saturday ... 5... Witness actions 

Monday...... 7...Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday ..... 8 

Wednesday 3} Witness actions 

Thursday ...10 

Friday ...... 11...Urgent mots and wit acts 
y ...12 ..Witness actions 

.-. 14 ..8itting in chambers 

Tuesday 15) 

Wedne-day 16 ; General paper 

ursday ...17 j 

oaee oa and adj “—e - 

t caus, pets, fur cons, 

Saturday ...19 } oa ae 

+ 21,,,Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday ...22 

Wednesday 23 General paper 

Thursday ...2¢ 

Friday ......25...Mots and adj sums 

{ Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 

(adj sums 


Tuesday 29 
Wednesday 3} General paper 


| Thursday ..8t 


Friday, June 1...Mots and adj sums 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of LF J & 

roposed judgment or order m t 
a court with the judge’s clerk the day 
before the cause is to be put in the paper. 


If witness actions can be taken on any 
days other than those appointed, due 
notice will be given. 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1900. 
AppeaL Court I.—Noricgs. 


Queen's Bench Interlocutory Appeals will be taken in Court I. on 
Tuesday, April 24, and afterwards un every Monday in Easter Sittings. 
Queen’s Bench Final Appeals and New ‘I'rial Motions will be taken in 


Court I. in alternate weeks during the Sittings. 


New Trial Motions will 


be taken in Court I. on Weinesday, April 25, and following days in that 


week (if required). Final Appeals 


in the second week. 


On Mondays Final Appeals or New Trial Motions will be taken if there 
are not enough Interlocutory Appeals for a day’s Paper. 

Admiralty Appeals (with Assessors) will be taken in Court I. on the days 
appointed by the Court, notice of which will be given. : 

Appeals in Re The Workmen’s Compensation Act will be teken in 
Court I. on every Saturday during the Sittings. 


AppsaL Court I[.—Norices. 


N.B.—Ap 
Divisions w: 


Motions from the Chancery and Probate and Divorce 
be taken in C.urt II. on Tuesday, April 24, and afterwards 


on every Wednesday in the Sittiugs, and Bankruptey Appeals will be 
taken on Friday, April 27, and following Fridays. 
N.B.—Subject to Chancery Appeal aotion: on Wednesdays, Chancery 


Final Ap 


s will be taken every day in Court II. until further notice. 


N.B.—When the Chancery Appeal Motions are not enough for a day’s 
Paper, Chancery Final Appeals will be added on Motion days. 

N.B.—Probate and Divorce Final appes will be taken in the Chancery 
Appeal List as reached, notice of which will be given. : 

Appeals from the Lancaster and Durham Palatine Courts (if reached) 


will be taken in Court II. on Tnursday, May 3. 


FROM TdE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
JupGMENts ResgRVED. 
(General List.) 

Walker v The Skivningrove Iron Cold appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice North, dated June 13, 1899 (c.a.v. April 10) 

FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION. 
‘ (Final List ) 

In re Martin Loustalau v Loastalan appl of defts from judgt of The 
President, dated Aug 5, 1899 (c a v. March 3) 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROSATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS, 

(General List.) 
1899, 
In re Frith Newton v Rolfe appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
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‘ In re Companies’ Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re The Omnibus & Trimcar 
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Kekewich, dated March 1, 1899 order not perfected (to come on with 
any appl which may be brought against any order made on fur con) 
March 17 


Elkins v The ea Guarantee Socld appl of E Cooper from order of 
Mr Justice Stirling, dated June 13, 1899 Augi1 

In re Tiemann’s Patent, AD, 1893, No 8736, &c and Patents, Designs, &c 
Acts appl of petnrs Franz, Fritzche & Co from order of Mr Justice 
— ardy, dated Aug 3, 1899 (security ordered March 14, 1900) 

30 

Rowlls v Bebb appl of Attorney-Gen, &c from order of Mr Justice 
Stirling, dated Aug 8, 1899 Aug 31 

In re Hayes Davies v Wannop appl of deft J Wannop from order of 
Mr Justice Bigham (judge of a, dated Aug 2, 1899 Sept1 

National Co for Distribution of Electricity, &c,ld v Gibbs appl of deft 
H O Ruelle from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated April 28 
1899, and cross-notice of pltff Co, dated Oct 24,1899 Sept 11 

Mutton v Peat appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated July 
29,1899 Sept 13 

Viditz vO’Hagan appl of pltffs from order of Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy, 
dated June 14, 1899 Sept 21 

Barron v Willis appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, 
dated July 6, 1899 Oct 9 

In re Prosser Lewis v Prosser appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Byrne, dated July 29, 1899 Oct 10 

In re Dixon Heynes v Dixon appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Byme, dated Aug 8,1899 Oct 12 

In re Holl Fairclough v Castell appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated July 28,1899 Oct 12 

In re Companies’ Acte, 1862 to 1890, and In re The Sanitary Burial Assoc 
ld appl of G A Wingfield from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated 





Aug 2, 1899 Oct 20 

Shaw v Holland appl of C J Tapp & anr from order of Mr Justice North, 
dated Aug 8, 1899 (produce order) Oct 23 

In reSmith Smith vy Smith appl of deft B T Thompson from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Aug 11, 1899 Oct 28 

Cornwall v Henson appl of from order of Mr Justice Cozens- 
Hardy, dated Aug 10, 1899 Nov 10 

Shoesmith v TS Dodd ld appl of defts from order of Mr Commr B»san- 
qnet,, a tried at Leeds for Mr Justice Stirling, dated Nov 4, 1899 

ov 

Fleming v Loe appl of deft H M Mackusick from order of Mr Justice 

Cozens-Hardy, dated Oct 30, 1899 Nov 16 


Cigarette Automatic Supply Co, ld appl of H De Vaux Brougham, 
naar Receiver, from ae of Mr Feulee Wright, dated Oct 26, 1899 
ov 
The Electric Construction Oo, ld v Imperial Tramways Cold (The British 
Thomson Houston Co ld, 3rd parties) appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Nov 14, 1899 Novy 18 
In re Hammersley Heasman v Hammersley appl of deft P H V 
— from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated July 12, 1899 
ov 
Heyl-Dia v Edmunds appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
ted Nov 11,1899 Nov 21 
Foster v British Drying Co ld appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Nov 10, 1899 (order to wind up deft co, dated April 4, 
1900) Nov 21 
Attorney-Gen v Urban District Council of H»nwell appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 2, 1899 Nov 23 
In re Grainger Dawson v Higgins appl of defts Philomena Grainger & 
anr from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Nov 7, 1899 Nov 27 
In re Grainger Dawson v Higgins appl of deft Tne Archbishop of 
Glasgow from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Nov 7, 1899 Nov 27 
In re Companies’ Act, 1862 to 1890, and In re Vimbos ld appl of W O 
Clough from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 8, 1899 Dec 4 
In re Earl of Dysart Tollemache v Earl of Dysart appl of deit Earl of 
Dysart from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated July 29, 1899 Dec 6 
— v Hosegood appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
ov 7, 1899, and notice of contention of pltff, dated Dec 15, 1899 Dec8 
Rice v Noakes & Co, 1d appl of deft Co from judgt of Mr Justice Cozens- 
Hardy, dated Nov 16,1899 Dec8 
London General Omnibus Co ld v Gillings appl of pltffs from order of 
Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Nov 30, 1899 Dec 12 
Hubbuck & Son ld v W Brown, Sons & Co appl of pitffs from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 7, 1899 (order not perfected) Dec 15 
Davies v Thomas appl of deft D Lewis from order of Mr Justice Bruce 
(for Mr Justice North) dated Nov 13, 1899 Dec 22 
Ieaacs v Evans appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
Dec 18, 1899 Dec 23 
Lady Bateman v Faber appl of deft G D Faber from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Nov 29, 1899 Dec 23 





In re Bonsall To ham v Allen appl of deft CO F B Allen & ors from order | 

of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Lec 18, 1899 Dec 30 
1900. 

In re W Owen’s Patent, 12,368 of 1896, and the Patente, &c, Act appl of | 
W. Owen from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Nov 28, 1899 Jan9 | 

In re Isaac Davis v Isaac appl of defts M Grunebaum & ors from order 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Oct 25, 1899, and notice of contention by 
defts J F Cronbach & ors, dated Feb 1, 1900 Jan 10 

The Rhymney Ry Co v The Brecon & Merthyr Tydfil Junction Ry Co 
appl of defts from order of Mr Justice North, dated Dec 19, 1899 Jan 16 

In re Lambourne Garrett v Garrett appl of defte J CO Garrett & anr from 
order of Mr Justice North, dated Dec 11,1899 Jan 18 





Butlin v Glaskin appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
Nov 18, 1899, and contention of pltff, dated Jan 18,1900 Jan 22 

Earle v Kingscote appl of deft H Kingscote from order of Mr Justice 
Byrne, dated Dec 1, 1899 Jan 24 ‘ 

In re Jolly Gathercole v Norfolk appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
North, dated Dec 13, 1899 Jan 25 

In re Hughes & Asbley’s Contract & V & P Act, 1874 appl of MS 
Hughes & anr from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 13, 1900 
Jan 27 

In re Vickers Vickers v Mellor appl of deft S M Mellor from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 30,1899 Jan 31 

In re Vickers Vickers v Mellor appl of deft S M Mellor from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 13, 1900 (advanced by order of 
April 4, 1900) April 3 

Valentine’s Meat Juice Co v Valentine Extract Co, 1d appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Nov 14, 1899 Feb1 

In re Cheadle Bishop v Holt appl of d+fts A L Holt & ors from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 16, 1899 Feb 5 

Basil Montgomery & Co v Freeman Cohens Consolidated, 1d appl of pliffs 
from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Dec 17, 1899 Feb 5 

Stephens v Lydall appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Dec 19, 1899 Feb5 

Hector v Pearce appl of deft W H Whi'eway Wilkinson from order of 
Mr Justice Farwell, dated Dec 14, 1899 (produce order) Feb 9 

In re Middleton Beaumont v Malcolm appl of pltff, Dame Octavia 
Beaumont, from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 27, 1900 


Feb 9 

Lord Hastings v The North Eastern Ry Co appl of pltif from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 17, 1900 (produce order) Feb 9 

Goodwin v Carew appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Phillimore (for 
Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy), dated Dec 12, 1899 Feb 10 

Berton v Spratly appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Dec 14, 1899 Feb 12 

Beavis v Rylands Glass Co app! of pltff from order of Mr Justice Farwell, 
dated Dec 9, 1899 Feb 13 

Ecclesiastic11 Commrs of England v Penney appl of pltffs from order 
of Mr Justice Byrne dated Jan 13, 1900 (produce order) Feb 13 

Chalmers v Piccadilly Tyre Cold appl of pitff from order of Mr Justice 
Buckley, dated Feb 13, 1900 Feb 16 

London County Council v Great Northern Ry Co appl of deft from order 
of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Nov 21,1899 Feb 16 

Nalder & Collyer’s Brewery Cov Harman appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 25,1900 Feb 21 


In re Wilson Murray v Clough appl of deft from order of Mr Justice: 


Byrne, dated Jan 26,1900 Feb 21 
Schofield v Allen appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Feb 8, 1900 (produce order) Feb 21 
FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1899. 

Rowlands (applt) v Miller (respt) Crown side appl of respt from judgt of 
of J =" Lawrance & Channell, dated Feb 17, 1899 (security ordered) 
March 3 

Robertson v Mayor, &c, of Bristol appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Grantham, dated Feb 23, 1899, at trial without a jury, Bristol March 8 

Vasmer & Co v T M Duche & Sons appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Mathew, dated April 20, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
April 28 

Blessley v John appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
May 6, 1899, at trial without a jury, Cardiff May 16 

Baylis v Royal Insce Co appl of defts from ju of Mr Justice Day, 
dated May 8, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex May 19 

Fracis, Simes & v Carr appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Grantham, dated June 19, 1899, at trial with special jury, Middlesex 
June 29 

In re Wyatt Digby, a solicitor (Singer's application) appl of the solicitor 
from judgt of Justices Grantham and Bruce, dated June 16, 1899 J ~ 3 
yo ee (Witt’s application) appl of the solicitor from same judgt 

y 

London, Tilbury, & Southend Ry Co v Great Eastern Ry Co (Railway & 
Canal Commission) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, 
Sir F Peel, & Viscount Cobham, dated June 28, 1899 (s o till 2nd day of 
Trinity Sittings) July 5 

Palmer Tyre ld v Dunlop Paeumatic Tyre Co ld & ors appl of pltfte 
from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated June 24, 1899, at trial without a 
jury, Middlesex July 6 

Walters v Le Blanc appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
June 16, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex part heard July 8 

Gent'ev Faulkner appl of deft from judgt of Mr J astice “Ridley, dated 
July 5, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex July 11 C Coote & anr 
v Hancock & James appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
July 13, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex (by order to come on 
together) July 26 

David Bruce & Uo v The Lombard Steamship Co ld appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated July 19, 1809, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex July 17 


Day v Hughes app! of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated July’ 


8, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex July 17 

Great Western og v London & County Banking Co ld appl of pitffs 
from judgt of Mr. Justice Bigham, dated June 22, 1899, at trial without 
a jury, Middlesex July 20 é; 
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a m5: v Shearer appl of deft from jndgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
uly 13, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex July 20 
Owners of Wool Cargo ex ‘‘ Waikato’? v The New Zealand Shipping Co 
ld appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated June 19, 
1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex July 21 
Hoggarth & Co v Walker appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, 
dated July 5, 1899, at trial without a jury. Middlesex July 21 
Boileau -& ors vy Hunter & ora appl of pitffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bruce, dated June 24, 1899, at trial without a jury Middlesex July 24 
Hobbs v Bower & The Land & Estates Corpn ld (3 parties) appl of deft 
from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated July 15, 1899 July 25 
Harvey & anrv Scott appl of deft from jadgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
July-6, 1899,-at trial without a jury, Bristol July 25 
Halliday v Richards appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
June 22, 1899, at trial with special jury, Exeter July 26 
Anderson v Vicary appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
July 25, 1899, at trial without a jury, Exeter July 29 
Carter v Vestry of St Mary Abbotts, Kensington appl of pltff from judgt 
of Mr Justice Ridley, dated June 29, 1899, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex July 29 
Morgan & ors v The Mayor, &c of London appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
4 a Mathew, dated July 26, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
ug 
The Mayor, &c, of the Boro’ of Hyde, Oldham & Ashton v Hyde Electric 
Tramway ld andors appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated July 3, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex August 2 
The Ladies’ Dress Assoc ld v Palbrook appl of deft from judgt-of Mr 
— dated July 12, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
ugust 
Tappin v Scott appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated July 
15, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex August 3 
Hart & Sons v Hawkins & anr appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated July 7, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex August 3 
Burger v Indemnity Mutual Marine Insce Cold appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Mathew, dated July 27, 1899, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex August 4 
Tredale v The China Traders Insce Co 1d. appl of dfts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Bigham, dated July 4, 1899, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex August 7 
Robson & Son v Liverpool, London, and Globe Insce Co appl of pltffs 
from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated July 10, 1899, at trial with 
special jury, Newcastle August 8 
Thalmann & ors v The Texas Star Flour Mills appl of pltff from judgt 
of Mr Justice Bigham, dated July 5, 1899, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex August 10 
Mayor, &c, of Kingston-upon-Hull v The Great Central Ry Co appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dated June 15, 1899, at trial 
without a jury, Middlesex Aug 10 
W Milburn & Co v The Jamaica Fruit Importing and Trading Co of 
London appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated July 28, 
1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Aug 11 
Campbell & Co v Levinstein ld appl of defts from ju of Mr 
Justice Ridley, dated Aug 1, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
Aug 11 
The Great Northern Ry Co v The Commrs of Inland Revenue (Revenue 
side) appl of defts from judgt of Justices Darling & Phillimore, dated 
July 27, 1899 Aug 11 
Shoolbred v Roberts appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated Aug 2, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Aug 12 
King v Hutton appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated 
Aug 1, 1899 Aug 14 
Tce Anglo-Argentine Live Stock & Produce Agency ld v The Park Steamship 
Cold appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Aug 7, 
1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex August 16 
Norman v McDowall & ors appl of dfts Butler & Scott from judgt of Mr 
— Day, dated August 9, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
ugust 
Hoare & ors v Grand Theatre (Croydon) ld & ors appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated August 5, 1899, at trial without a 
jury, Middlesex August 18 
The Gresham Life Assce Soe ld (applts) v Bishop, Surveyor of Taxes ona 
(Revenue Side) appl of applts from judgt of Justices Grantham an 
Kennedy, dated August 11, 1899 August 22 
Capon & anr v Henderson appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, 
dated August 8, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex August 28 
Pyman & Oo v Grey & Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
a dated August 10, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
Matthews & anr v Usher & ors appl of deft Lee from judgt of Mr Justice 
—, | August 7, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
ugu 
Rubinstein & Co v Watkins appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated August 7, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex September 
Baron & anr v The Portslade Urban District Council appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated July 29, 1899, at trial with common 
jury, Lewes Sept 6 
Carter (an infant) ¥ Great Western Ry Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
om Day, dated July 19, 1899, at trial with special jury, Monmouth 
P 
Wilson v Barnes appl of deft from judgt of T H Baylis, Esq (Court of 
Passage, Liverpool), dated July 22, 1899, at trial with jur “dept 8 
PotteryGomm appl of pltff from ju of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
Aug 9, 1899, at without jury, Middlesex Oct 4 ; 


Before Mr. Justice Srrruinc. 
Causes for Triai (with Witneeses). 
Muller v Nicolls act (to come on 

with another action) 
Bullard v Bullard & Sons ld. act 
ltff dead) 
Bullard v Bullard act (pltff dead) 
Carpenter vArgyle act (pltff dead) 
Davies v Jones act 
Jones v Davies act 
Bullock v Bullock act 
Jenkins v Innes act (2nd day in 
Sittings 
Bennett ° Schotborgh act (8.0. to 


ready) 

Pardoe v Pardoe act 

Hett v Governors of the Bounty of 
Queen Anne act 

Vowles v Bristol West of England 
and South Wales &c Building 


Soc act 
Mathewsv Mathews act & counter- 
Jai 


claim 

Solicitors to H.M.’s Treasury v 
Lewis act (s.o. to fix day) 

Actien Gesellschaft fur Cartonnagen 
Industrie v Temler act 

The Cavendish Investment Bldg. 
Soc. v Midgley act (pldngs to 
be delivered) 

Faulkner v Freeman act 

Metcalf v Hosegood. act 

Rennie v. Dracup§ act (Trinity 
Sittings) 

The Dunlop Paeumatic Tyre Oo v 
Non-Collapsibie Tyre Co Md act 
(pleadings to be delivered) 

Same v The Holborn Tyre Co ld 
act without P 8. 

J F Timms & Coldv act 

White v Barnes act 

In re Maltby Sellerv Giddy act 

Baxter v Welsh act 

Levin v Spi act 

Sainsbury v Isaacs act 

Winstone v Gray act 

The Cuba Submarine Telegraph Co 
ld v The West India & Panama 
Telegraph Cold act 





Before Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Goodwin v Ivory Soap Co act & 
mtn to rectify (pleadings to be 
delivered—when delivered apply 
to fix a day by order) 

Barnett v Jerome & Oo act 

Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co ld v 
Palmer Tyre ld act (not before 
first Chamber Day) 

Wilson v Banks act (restored) 

Attorney-Gen v_ Birmingham, 
Tarne & Rea District Drainage 
Board act 

Graham v Staines Reservoirs Joint 
Committee act 

Saxby v Collins act 

Appleford v Charing Cross & 
Strand &c Corpn ld act without 


pleadings 
Hawkins v Oxley act without 


leadings 

Tie Ocean Accident & Guarantee 

Corpn ld v Benjamin Bros act 
Snape v Hardman act 
Anderson v Hickman act 
Whadcoat v Kilby act 
Stuart v Olark act 
Brayshaw v White act 
Debenture Oorpn ld v Earl of 
Landaff act 
Kellaway v Goss act and m fj 
Sa v Blakeway act 
Woodburn v Cheetham act 
Hauptmann v Spagnoletti act 





argue minutes—restore when . 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Easter Srrrines, 1900. 
Chancery Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to April 12, 1900, inclusive.) 


Slattery v Cooper act 

— v Oooper (1899 —W—3,566) 
ac 

—_ v Same (1899—W—3,591) 


Holly v Rumsey & Green act 
(security for ordered for 
costs of defts F Scorer and T B 
Courtenay) 

Heer v inten = and m fj 
rit utosco’ ograph Co 
ld v Nicold Bees ld act - 

Cullum v Jennings act 

Smith v Pryor act 

v Goldsall act 

Barton v Bowyer act 

Dresel v Pawley act 

Wait v Bailey act 

Molyneux v Horsham District 
Council act 





Before Mr. Justice Wricur. 
(Sitting as an additional Judge of 
the Chan Division.) 
Companies (Winding-up). 

Motions. - 

Coverack Stone & Syenitic Paving 
o> (for relief under Co’s Act, 
1898) 

Camp Floyd Milling & Mi Co 
1d. (for "hon to issue i of 
attachment against liquidator) 

Fyall & Langdon 1d (for relie? 
under Companies Act, 1898) 

National Bank of Wales ld (to 
rectify register of members) 

Chamber Colliery Co ld (to stay 
winding-up proceedings) 


Chancery Division. 
Bethanga Goldfields 1d Karr v 
Goldfields ld (for ap- 
pointment of receiver and 
short Cause. 
Motion for Judgment. 

United Projects Syndicateld Haes 

v United Projects Syndicate ld 


Actions for Trial. 

Tyrian Construction Cold v Pilcher 
& anr 

Leeds & Hanley Theatre of Varieties 
ld Oonsolidated Exploration & 
Finance Oo ld v Leeds and Hanley 
Theatre of Varieties ld 

Long v Salochin Patent 
Wheel Co ld (with witnesses) 


Co: Wi -up). 
aot ae 


Messrs Thomas Kendrick ld (petn 
of F R Becker Leacroft) 

United Kingdom Debenture Bank 
ld (petn of Atlas Assurance Co) 
Hadleigh Castle Gold Mining Co ld 
(petn of Daniel Radcliffe & ors) 
Wakfer’s Patent Nailless Horse 

Shoe Syndicate ld (petn of Thomas 
Manufacturing Uo explorin 
Lydenburg Minerals g Co 
i (peta of 8 Et oeeeeell Sm 
Lavington, Evans, & Oo ld (petn 
Bernard J Gibney & Co) 
Beeston Motor Co ld (petn of H 
Osbaldeston a 
Menbinick, White, & Co 1d (petn of 
Charles Dean & Sons 1d) 
New Beeston Rim and Components 
Ce eigen oi 
British us 
bending Oo) 
Industrial Debenture Oo ld (petn of 
Bexhill Publishing and Prin 





ting 
Co.) 
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Ohancery Division. Rajah of Vizianagram v Turner act HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION, a 

Niger Co ld & reduced (pein of (s.o. till depositions filed, Nov 13, 

Company) 1899 Eastex Srrttnes, 1900. 

North of England Theatre Corpn | Hewlings v Dalrymple act (s.0. 

ld & reduced (petn of Company) May 2 May? 

Industrial & Banking Issue Corpn | Smith v Cautwell act re 
ld & reduced (petn of Company & | Vinallv Burton act g 
anr) The James Cycle Co v Johnson act | ~3— sage ro 

City of London Electric Lighting| + | F| N 
Companies (Winding-up). Co v Mayor, &c, of London act Ss gg og ag Beg z Re b 
Court Summonses. Tubes ld v Perfecta Seamless Steel| ¥% : + ere. a ee ‘g aiid 5 

Swansea Old Brewery Co 1d (for Tube Cold act (s.o. May 21) ae 4 4z D 
misfeasance - with witnesser) Attorney-Gen v Coleman act (8.0.) @ [| 8 

National Stores ld (to vary list of May 1) a 5 2 t 
contributories) a6 A . ey? 9 BE xe 3 meek 2H a . r 

Tyrian Con: truction Co Id (on claim Before Mr. Justice Bucktey. 3 a : gq u 
of Joint Stock Institute 1d) Causes for Trial (with Witnesses).| & z 4 ‘ 

Normandy Dairies 1d (on appoint- | Parker v Syrian Ottoman Ry Co| ; te May 
ment of liquidator) act a | § 

Puncture-Proof Pneumatic Tyre Co | Inman v Hobbs’ Manufacturing Co| Z4 a 2 3 s : FS = = $ £ 
ld (on claim of Mutual Cycle Co) act (not before April 30 _ ¥ a 

Field & Cold (to vary list of con- | Warren v The Invicta Patent Brick | © | a 
tributories) Manufacturing Co act “ 

Lilly & Lilly ld (on priority of | Mathews v Wilmer act (pleadings S £ 3 

eads & ors’ claims) to be delivered) | eh Sel4g) @ Oe Ce! Os 

South Nigel Gold Mining Co ld (to | Lord Monson v Inglis act (plead-| 4 2 = 
vary list of contributories) ings to be delivered) AY A = 

Aston Tube Works (1897) 1d (to | A W Gamage ld v Beasley act] 4; ¥ a 
reverse decision of liquidator re- (pleadings to be delivered) az f 
jecting proof) Law v Spiers & Pond ld act rl S) FS 2 FS F : 2 : s 3 

Same v Same _ act (transferred Sg 2 >| 
Before Mr. Justice Cozens-Hanpy. frm Q.B. Division) pltff a| 7 eee eee a Sn 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). lunatic ag 3 s = 

In re Marshall Driver v Sidle act | Duke of Devonshire v Urban| ,- a 3 

Morris v Elles act & mf j District Council of Buxton act| & y . 2 > 8° & &@ © -9 

Tbe Treharris Brewery Co ld v (not before June 12) 5 Z = 
Crosswell's Brewery Cold act Keevil v Blackstaffe act (pleadings | © es - 

Smith v Kerr act to be delivered) 5 z % - ry 

Saccharin Corporation ld v Quincey | Hazel v Humfrey act (not before 5 = & oo) S i 
act May 8) z 7 * ¢ & @ #78 fF 8A , 

Same v S Galloway & Sons act In re the Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1896,| & 2 ‘a! A pe 

Same v T & H Smith & Co act end In vo The West Australien | ©) LCC Bi 

Seme v Pratt act Trust ld (ex pte Brock motn| , 3 

Same v R Reitmeyer & Co act entered in witness list = | i es oe 

Refuge for the Destitute v Vestry | In re Same (ex pte R Pratt) motn| 2 as Ree OR A ee es c 
of the Parish of Hackney act entered in witness list In re); § | ; 

Friday v The Same act Same (ex pte McCullum) motn aE = 4 

Rayner v Cobham act entered in witness list In re| + $33 

C Ashby & Co ld v Williamson, | Same (ex pteH SSugden) motn| ¢& a: 4 ae | 
Murray & Co act entered in witness list Im re| ¢ asa es as Sg ae ee Se, st 

Davies v Davies act Same (ex pte P Phillips) motn| - Se Ps 

Juul v Flower & Everett act in witness list In re Same (ex | ———¢——— ———_-—______________________ en 3 2 

Young v Sewell act pte O E Maton) motnenteredin| £ gz £2 

Sharman v Steward act witness list In re Same (ex pte -# & & Hs P s r 2 ” . fi 7 i 

Attorney-General v Andrews act W F Holmes) motn enteredin| $7 Anema OF PRG SE A oe sid ius 

Caney v Davis act witness list In re Same (ex pte| $ % 83 

Olark v Alfred Joint Stock Bread & F H Gribble) motn entered in| —. sia és 
Flour Cold act witness list In re Same (ex pte| 2 3 5 § 

Lawrence v Lawley act J Gribble) motn entered in wit-| =. & 5 a Sh Sy Bgl ae 4° : 

Lopdell v Scott act ness list In re Same (ex pte| 3° ‘g 5 $8 : 

Bulteel vy Woosnam act (East R Evans) motn entered in wit-| § A 08 3 2 
Stonehouse D. RB.) ness list In re Same (ex pte : : 

Tn re Allison’s Patent, No 12,013 of W H Bumpus) motn entered| + a : 
1887 and Patents, &c Acts petn in witness list to come on after| 4 3 I 
entered in witness list Brock’s motn not before May 1 2 5 

In re Marsball & Naylor’s Patent, | Duke of Marlborough v Rowland| - : “oer ie 
No 25,128 of 1893 and Patents, | act (pleadings to be delivered) s f 3 
&c Acts petn entered in witncss | Jones v Blaisdell’s Pencilsld act eg | § 2 lf 

‘ ~ 7 Jones v Cooke act (s o 21 days| ,-; g : : s os & eo eck S&S 2 . . 

nternationa 'ypograph Co v after inspection) s | 3 3 
wma * Cold act " Hammond v Price act " o a a. . ae a B 

Haden v Spencer act The Assets Development Co ld v} .; " 

Close Bros & Co act (transferred | % \ ) 
Before Mr. Justice Fanweii by order, dated March 16, roy # ; AS = : 2 eee : es : 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). | Midgley v Pacific Contract Co ld| & 8 : 

Martin, Earle, & Co, 1d vy Shann | act & adjd sums (not before; 3 55 gre ss aoe o . 
act (Trinity Sittings) | June 28) - P 

Bo v Borchgrevink act (so | Tooth v T Smith & Sons act ES E 
(June 25 In re Fordham Summers v Ford- 7 = t= ee a oe os oe i £4 

Bauer v te Paint Co (J B Orr ; ham act 25 z 
&Co, 1d) act (so Dec 31, 1900) | Clarke’s Crank & Forge Oo ld v| 3S | rs eee ee ee — 

Walker v Shaw, Saville & Albion Roots act and counterclaim e327 - © = = @ se QRn 
act rar Sittings) | Rawson v Kirker act (so Trinity, g ‘ 

Ctamberlain & Hookham vy Mayer, | _ by order, April 11, 1900 | § qo: Bo nee Hees oF. E> ee 
&ec, of Bradford act (s.o.May1) | Pilley v Pilley act | >. es g A 

lew v Law act (s.0. Trinixy | Winn v Barnett act (pleadings to 


P... act 
Ganettv McOlean act (s.o. May 1) 
Hunt v Luck act & adjd sumns 
dated March 22, 1900 
Cuthberteon v Harrison & Brown 


be delivered) 

The Whitstable Oyster Fishery Co 
v The Hayling Fisheries ld act 
Wrench v British Millervin Co ld 
act (pl 8 to be delivered) 
(Zhe whole of the above Liste to be 
continued. ) 








is as Pate 
May 2%, 1804. The Judges named to sit in Divisional Court will, it becomes 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


—Messrs. H. E. Fostzr & Craxrrztp, at the Mart, at 2:—A Freehold Ground- 
rent of £16 16s. per annum, secured upon Nos. 91 93, Westbourne- 
a W.; value £100 per annum. Toaschold Residence, wo peers, 
asboarms grove, Si) eet A Moiety of the House 
Shop, 5. Edgware-road, ee Leasehold Residence, 
irene 


May 2.— 


May 3,—Mesars. H. E. Foster & Cranriztp, at the Mart, at 2:— 


ONS: 
Som Fund hg, et “HS So and Mors Ea, 8 Worse may Leadon. 


a th Railway 





Consols; lad; Also Reversion 
£1.18 oo Mestonge; lady aged 62 Selicitoce: Messrs, ‘Woodard, Hood, 
orne, 
To One-third of Freehold Residential Property at Taplow, estimated value 
£16,600; lady aged 58. Solicitors, Messrs. Cave & les, Tasca 
UNDIVIDED MOIETY of Leasehold Premises in Finsbury, producing £498 
of an Eodowment Policy 7 for £2,500, Sable in 
. F. Lawson Lewis, Esq., Eastbourne. 
a = of a 18s., a granted by the Great Western Railway Co. Solicitors, 
liver, 


soda as for £600, Senne eS Geveree, perapuum. Solicitors, 

Messrs, Peters & Watts, 
ive Ireener Sie 48 in Freehold Ground-rents producing £42 
oboe for £800. Solicitors, Messrs, Crosse & Bone, 

DEBENTURE BOND of £2,000 of the Capital Frecheld and Co., carrying 
interest at 5 per cent, 

POLICIES for £500, £500. Solicitor, J. BR. Pakeman, Eeq., London. 

(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 

y 3.—Messrs. pam wT at the Mart, at 2:—Plumstead : Freehold 

of £178 per amum, t houses, three with shops, near Woolwich 


leased for cigity-sine i dieu rack-rents £1,183 per annum. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Harratt & Pollock, London. 


RESULT OF SALE. 
Messrs. C. C. & T. Sipoas Bell ob Sie Nee, Oe Teniiy y last, 


 Comnmnenetal cone, ¥e~ rents to 
over 21 years’ 3 reehold Rental on ’ 
£1,000. Gone Waeeheks Gro a short Leasehold ijn 


und-rents in phe yey Fy vee 
tzeet, Mile End, £320. The result Siy’s tale wan 10,008 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, April 20. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luoorep 1x cane 


Bottow Cricset Crus Co, Linitzp —Creditors or before May 12, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of ais debte or claims, to W A Quant, 
Bradford bi bldgs, Mawdsley st, Bolton. Bolton, solor for uidator 

IvpusTaiaL DeBENTURE Co, Enarrap Peta ‘or for winding up, April 11, Fee mayer] 


appearing must tach the chove-named 


Mapeeean Ouse sy ye 


Vuwrens 8ynvicarz, Lrur uired, on 
TED—Creditors are on thats 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
Leake, 25, 1 25, sbehent lane 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Bryerir Crus, White Horse Inn, Snitterfield, Stratford on Avon, Warwick. 6 
@tence Yarp Worxixc Mew’s ToTaL ABSTINENCE BENEFIT Society, (ss, 
George yard, High st, Whitechapel. April 9 
London Gasette.—Tuxspay, April 24. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep rm Cnarcery. 
Ourraces, Warus, & Co, Lourzp- Gettin are required, on or before 
ir. Dames addresses. and the particulars of their debts or 
William Close, Greek st chmbrs, Leeds. a eee 
Dispatos Prixtixe Co lathe 2 —Petn for i re up, are 
heard on yr. Attenborough 18, Piccadilly, solor for petners, 
m My yt By 
Fur Svcar Co, Liurrep — Petn for 
heard on May 2, E. & J. Mote, 1, South 


he must reach the above-named not an 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
Masrnies ¥DROPATHIC AND Spa Co, Liuurep —Creditors are on or before June 
pape onl ha of or claims, to 

ur Bray, 98, White Rock, Hastings solor to liquidator 


directed to be heard on 


ee nS 


RE. Hane, Luonrep—Petn for or ‘winding presented’ A 

May 2. Clarke & Co, 66, Gresham ree ola Broad 

. must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock 
Usurmrrep tr Caaxorny. 


daunt, Workington ; Telephone : 





Cafane Date 5, So cand thats names ond oSSsvemm, anf Go particulars of 

claims, to win Habben, Finsbury House, Blomfield st. Button & C. Sent aeess 

Winstaten coin . - 
FRIENDLY ‘SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Wetcome Home Lopes, Ancieyt Nosie arase or Unrrep Opprettows, Bouton Usirr, 
10, Yorkshire st, Rochdale, Lancs. April 19 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
Londo Gasette,—Fripay, April 20. 
Fasmms Sastte, yout Northumberland, Gent May 19 Kay v Fennell, 


Ho.rorp, Evten Jone we Ware, Hertford May 21 Jeffreys v Holford, Cozens-Hardy, 


Ar House, 
Hurst, Hewry, Little Hulton, Lancaster May 17 Webster v Gee, Registrar, Manchester 
Orrell, Manchester " ‘ . 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, April 20. 

Awnprnsox, Toomas Watens, Woolwich May 18 Sampson, Woolwich 
Bacon-Franx, Susan, Southsea, Hants May 24 Stuart & Tull, Gray’s inn eq 
Baizy, Groner, Romford, Fssex May19 Hunt & Co, Romford 
Bricutex, Ann, Ipswich May 19 Gooding, Ipswich 
Baicuten, Wii.14M, Kirton, Suffolk, Shopkeeper May 19 Goodiog, Ipswich 
Buss, Saran Ann, Ashford May 20 G & W Webb, New Broad st 
Canter, Tuomas, and Marrua Carter, Redcar, York June9 Sill, Middlesborough 
Cotium, Rosert, Surbiton, Surrey, MD May 31 Gadeden & Treherne, Bedford row 
Comnien, Grorer Gorpoy, Bloxworth, nr Wareham, Dorset May 17 Pearce, Lincoln’s 


Davison, Fiorexce, Harwich Juneil Jackaman & Co, Ipswich 
Dicx, Wrii1AM, Newcastle upon Tyne, Plumber May 19 Clark, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Dopp, Maxrapy, Jarrow, Durham, Flour Agent May 21 Newlands & Newlands, 


Jarrow on 
Dvuxsvry, Berry, Astley Bridge, Lancs May 31 Costeker, Darwen 
Epcrr, Lavra Sopnra, Darlington May 19 Richardson & Piper, Barnard Castle 
Furtcner, Any, Finsbury Park June1 Stoneham & Sons, Fenchurch st 
Fouzy, Joun Wit.14M, Liverpool, Commission Agent May 21 Darnell & Price, North- 


Gixzs. Joan, Onwa st, Strand, Architect May 12 White & Leonard, Bank bidgs, 


Gy.iay, Evizasetn, Retford Junel Mee & Oo, Retford 

Hacxet, James, Lower Clapton June 1 Withalls & Belton, Bedford row 

Hammuonp, Henny, Bridlington May 23 Winter & Henson, Hull 

Hovextox, Wit.1am Grorcs, Bishopagate st May 31 Fairbrother, Leadenhall st 
Hussey, Rrcnarp Hossry, Hove, Sussex May 18 Sandilands & Co, Fenchurch av 
Jupaz, Josrrn, Wakefield, Corn Dealer June1 Edmondson, Wakefield 

Lacey, Water Grorce, High Ongar, Essex, Butcher May 20 Gibson & Bond, Ongar 
Lanciett, Ricsarp WakeuamM, Devonport Junel Gill, Devonport 

McCorquopa.e, Hues Stewart, Park pl, 8t James May 15 Baker & Nairne, Crosby sq 
Mixtox, Percy Wiuu1am Atpert Atrrep May 21 Badham & Comins, Salter’s Hall ct 
Mownpr1, Sanan, Whitchurch, Hereford June1 Powles & Vizard, Monmouth 

Ourve, Watxer, Radcliffe, Lancs, Beerseller June 1 Horrocks, Radcliffe 

Parry, Francis, Bedford p', Bloomsbury May 19 Campbell & Parry, Jermyn st 
Pexroup, AnEL, Woolwich May 18 Sampson, Woolwich 

Picxrorp, Ester Asx, Aldershot May 381 Foster & Wells, Aldershot 

Seacer, Frank, Hastings, Wine Merchant June 24 Stevens & Co, Norwich 

Suita, Epwarp, Nottingham June4 Warren & Allen, Nottingham 

me ~~ Mequeness Tompson, Tallington, Lincoln, Farmer May19 Sharpe & Wade, 


Sraerten, GroncE Ey, Scottow Vicarage, Norfolk May 19 Prior, Norwich 


Taswett, Txomas, Lichfield May 10 Birch & Birch, Lichfield 

Tottapy, Atrrep Epwarp, Bury 8t Edmunds May 9 Woolnough & Co, Bury 8t 
Vavonan, Anzt, Walton, Liverpool May 15 Banks & Co, Liverpool 

Watmuestey, Axx, Blackpool May 26 Grundy, Stockport 
Wartxrxs, Jonx, Lianthewy Vach, Mon, Farmer June 1 Le Brasseur & Bowen, 


Wets, Wi114m, Nottingham, Stationer May 31 JC Warren & Allen, Nottingham 
Waasge, Tsomas, Blaenavon, Mon, Beerhouse Keeper June 3 Watkins & Co, 








To Souicrrors, Rear Estars Owners, AND REpra&seENTATIVES.— We obtaiu 
Best Prices for all Quantities of Second-hand and Defective Rails, Scrap 
Iron, Old Plant, &c. We undertake to SELL for Clients, at a moderate 
commission, or to Purchase outright where necessary, all Iron, Steel, 
and Heavy Goods, a &c. Highest references. Write or wire— 
Morpavunt Lawson & , WwW . Camberland (Telegrams: Mor- 
0. 9), and Branches at Belfast, Bir- 
mingham, Carlisle, London, Liverpool, and Middlesborough. —[Apvr. } 


Waknine To rnrenpInc Hovse Purcuasers anp Lassees.—Before pu 


chasing d, Teed ad house re the x"y ree ne nas 
minster. quoted on : oe tell pleuoaians. Tatabitched 3S 





Tvaynos Sours Exrexpen Gop Morixo Co, Lautep—Creditors are required, on or 





years. Telegrams, ‘‘Sanitation.””—[Apvr.] 





te 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fnipay, April 20. 
' RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ALLEN, Jou, Poole, Boatbuilder Poole Pet April 18 
Ord April 18 


Browy, Epwakp Joux, Liverpool, Baker Liverpool Pet 
March 80 Ord April 18 

Gong, "Nl aie Cabinet Maker Bristol Pet April 

Gam ee Salford, Lancs Manchester Pet April 18 


Cumine, ‘ALTER, Maidenhead, Coachbuilder Windsor 
Pet A) 12 Ord A 12 
Davies, Davip Ricuazp, Swansea, Commercial Traveller 
H D. oa Forndale G ai my Boot Repairer Ponty- 
OWELLS, Davin, Ferndale, G ‘on’ 
Pet April 18 c A 
James, James Antuve, L’ wr, Farmer Abery- 
stwith Pet April 18 Ord April 18 
Hill, Public Entertainer High 
Court } March 23 Ord April 18 
Kixa, ae West ee, Stationer High Court 
Pet March 8 Ord April 11 
LowspaLE, James Henry, Middleton, Lancs, Painter 
re Oldham _ Pet April 18 Ord April 18 wai eheiih tes 
ATERSON, WILLIAM, jun, Hampste 0 
March 22 Ord April 11 
Paiturrs, Water, Leadenhall st High Court Pet 
March 14 Ord April 18 
Reap, 3, a _—— Baker High Court Pet March 20 
on. Ww i Kingston on Thames, Corn Dealer Kingston, 
urrey Pet March 14 Ord April 18 
Quan Jouy, and Harry Sotomon, Holloway rd, House 
Furnishers Court Pet April12 Ord April 12 
Somervittz, Witiiam, Corsham, Wilts, Pi Agent 
Bath Pet April18 Ord April 18 
Scuckurxe, Wriiiam, and Water Lorp, ea, 
Bakers Birmingham Pet April12 Ord a 
Susans, Georce, Prittlewell, Essex, Builder ‘ord 
Pet April 12 Ord April 12 
Wess, ye ve _ Baker Birmingham Pet 
Wuirtt, Soromox, Branscombe, Devon, General Dealer 
Pet April 18 Ord April 18 
Worrox, Hzynry Hamppen, Shoreham, Sussex, 
Agent Brighton Pet April18 Ord April 18 
RECEIVING ORDERS RESCINDED, 
Mokrzis, L, Piccadilly High Court Rec Ord March 21 
Rese April 


18 
Surtu, ALFRED, Tisged. Builder Liverpool Rec Ord 
May 26, 1899 Apeil 6 
pond MEETINGS 
— a ee Oe Cut Nail -- —aamaa May 3 
a ion st, Birming 
A.ttey, Encar Cooper, and Water A.iex, Hendon, 
Builders April 30 at 3 Room 53, 53, Bankruptcy bldgs, 


ARNOLD wo Grorce, West Hartlepool, Builder A’ 
ris at 3 25, John st, Sunderland - 
Rutland, Wheelwright April 27 


Bagryes, } ling tl Broad sf Builder April 27 at 11 


lags, 
Cant, Jons Toomas, and ball Samvug. Cant, Felixstowe, 
Butchers May 2 at 11 Off Rec, 86, Princes st, Ipswich 
Co.iixepox, Herpert Stuart, Luton, Bedford April 28 
ol cana Chamber of Commerce, 58, George st West, 


Cotyer, AtBgrt Mowtacve, Burnley, Tobacconist April 
27 at 1 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas ‘st, Bur 
Diuuoce, Exrtex, Luton, Beds, aa Hat Manufacturer 
awe, od omg - ‘ 
Duss, James Wax.is, Balham, Master Joiner A 27 at 
Ev re om lanfhsng Ararth, Carpenter os 
me |AMUEL, 2B 
on atl - Off Bon 6 4, = st, Canmertnen as 
wince, WALTER Joux, Norwich, Grocer % atl 
Off Ree, 8, st, Norwich —_ 7 
zxzy, New Brompton, Kent, Butcher 
H RB 2 Lik, High st, Rochester il 27 at 1.30 
1LTON, ROBERT er 
, Nicholas st, Burnle - 
uilder April 28 at 
Bee, Queen st, Car. Cars = 
Keyyepy, F, es Hill April 30 at 12 Bankruptcy 
Leeds, ms meting Draper April 27 at11 Off 
Kise, Bickano Bow sno, Ha Hampstead April 30 at 11 


Lampeet, ail x Windsor enaee , Sinew- 
at 12 st 
ase. Cotter, Boor Beale 
verpoo! 
ter April 27 at 11 
ham 


Bilston, Staffs, Licensed 
4 at 10 "Off Rec, Wolverham 


Kenyepy, F, Notting 


i, A 
at 3 one Lang 1, Be: 


Hicks, Grorce 
April 30 at 1 


Key, Jax 


ae 


Musox, Gzoroe ts 

N ee fo pctabey Lancs May 4 at a 
I1CHOLS, 4at220 Off 
Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston é 


Patzy, Rovere, Yorks, Grocer April 30 at 
11.15 Off Ree, z. te, York 

Putts, oneal 30 ate st, Oxford cres, ad 
maker a bidgs, 

Ezexizt Hvon, Tneten alas lat a On Ree, 


me e 
wae 1) pe Horse Dealer 
April 27 at 2,20 4, Pavilion bidgs, 


Rows, Tuomas, Bradford, Plumber April 28 at 11 Off 
Rec, 81, Manor row, 
Row: or Ne Ba Foaz, Yeovil, Accountant April 27 at 
Off Rec, Endless st, 


Que. Urpay, } oe Green April 27 at11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Savers, Huzanrrn, Toewich May 2 at 10.30 Off Rec, 36, 
Princes st, Ipswich 
Gases ‘JosEPH Witu1am, Hunslet, Tin Box 
acturer April 30 at3 Of Hee 2 ‘k row, 


Leeks 
SurreerF, Lancrorp, Romford, Essex, Solicitor May 3 at 
8 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 
Sotomoyn. Jonny, and Harry a hall Holloway rd, House 
s oes April 30 at 12 et age bigs, Unser 
OW DEN, ALTER, Leeds, er al 
2 Off Rec, 23, Park row, Lede 
Spencer, Harry, Baumber, Lincs, Blacksmith April 30 at 
12 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
Glam, Draper April 27 at 3 
135, High st, Merthyr 
Wanrsvrton, Emmott, and WI. W gapenson, Rg el 
Bradford, Grocers April 27 at12 Off Rec, 
Dg ~~, ee 
ILLIAMS, JOHN, yoa 
11 Ship H , Bangor. , 
Wasa cory Luton April 27 at 12 Bankruptcy 
ey 
Wricat Wrt.iam, Leicester, iamnee © Miller April 
27 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Lei 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Au.ex, Jous, Poole, Boatbuilder Poole Pet April 18 
Ord April 18 


BALLANTINE, WILLIAM Bo Peabaitee Wells Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet Oct 17 April 1 
mansions, Al 


— Sypyey, Albert bert Bridge, Com- 
meen 2 Traveller Wandsworth Pet Feb 8 Ord 

Crarc, Ropert, Salford, Lancs Manchester Pet April 18 
Ord April 18 

Cummsc, Water, Mi , Coachbuilder Windsor 
Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

Hanson, Joun Isaac, En, Cashier Blackburo Pet 
March 12 Ord April 18 


al Repairer Ponty- 
Iscoy, VLADIMIB DE eye’ ter, Artist High 
Co Pet Feb 16 O4d Apri! Bap 
James, James Antuur, Lianbadarn‘ ~ of Farmer Abery- 
stwith Pet April 1 18 Ord April 18 
Joxzs, Davip Heyy, Liverpool, Builder Liverpool Pet 
Feb22 Ord A 


Tuomas, Jounx, Abercynon, 


12 
Howe ts, Davin, 
pridd Pet April1s Ord 





pril 18 
Kixc, Bicnarp oo West Hampstead High Court 
Pet March 8 Ord April 18 * 


Pp 
Lanenes™, James Henry, Chadderton, Lanes, Painter 
Oldham Pet April 18 ‘Ord Apel 1s” 18 

Pootz, James WILLIam ee High Court Pet 
March 2 Ord April 18 

Powis, Freprric, Stamford st, Blackfriars, Indiarubber 
Merchant High Court Pet March10 Ord April 12 

Rosertsoyx, CHARLES ArTHUR, Easebourne, Sussex, 

Brighton Pet April11 Ord April 18 

Sappok, ey West Ham oo High 
Court Pet March 20 April 12 

ScRWARZ, eye ty Park, Builder Edmonton 


Pet Dec Ord A) 
Suarp, Taomas ALBERT, Coal Exchange, Publican High 
Court Pet March 5 Ord April 18 


Wurtz, Sotomox, Branscombe, rm General Dealer 
Exeter Pet Apr 118 Ord April 18 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Suite. ALFRED, Tina Builder Liverpool Adjud 
June 1, 1, 1899 Annu! A 
London Gazette- _ April 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Barpstey, Witi14m, Beswick, Manchester Manchester 
Pet April2 Ord April 1 


Artist Kingston, 
Pet April3 Ord April 19 


BravBroux, Ropert At. Penge, Surrey, China 
Dealer Croydon Pet April 19 ‘Ord April 19 

BraMsBuez, Lag 9 Portsea, Contractor Portsmouth Pet 
April 20 Ord April 


20 

Brows, Gzorce Tuomas, stint, Fruiterer Bradford 
Pet April 21 Ord April 2 

Bryant, ALBERT Epwakb, | top, Prenton Dealer 
Southampton Pet April 21 Ord April 

Coatzs, Frepgricx rr B Builder Bristol 
Pet April 20 

CocKkERELL, ALFRED, donthees, Grocer Portsmouth Pet 
April 18 Ord April 20 

CROsLAND, bay ~ Wim, Cardiff, Tailor Cardiff Pet 
April 19 Ord April 19 

Divxewsriz., Simon saa South & ean High 
Court Pet March 19 = tone 

DuBoys, Hunger, and as Doveras, Ludgate hill 
High Court Pet Nov 24 April 20 

Brags, © Frank a 8t ny Church, Devon Exeter 


Aprit19 Ord April 19 

Forp. Epucyp Dzace, Stratton, Norfolk Ipswich 
Pet A’ 2 Ord A 

Freemax, Puitip, Gateshead, Clothier Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet April 18 Ord April 18 

Git, Tuomas Hewry, , Butcher Halifax Pet 
April 18 Ord April 18 

sm ae Mon, Grocer Tredegar Pet April 
19 

Lams, Besecca, Artuur SHaw, and Josern Hespey, 
amiss egags Mra} Pet April 18 Ord 
A 

Legson, bh cogae Notts, Baker 
Ni rye Onna 20 

Masxney. sini Jasna, Derby, Copperemith Derby Pet 
A 2 

Mitts, Hewny Cuanies, Cardiff, Navigation Tutor Cardiff 
Pet 19 Ord dpe 1 


Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet 


Buiaxer, Hues Oswatp, T 








Minis ta bet 


Overton, ngeers “eit 


Nelson, Lancs, Warp Drewer 


robe Furtmadoe, Tankseper Portmadoo Pt 


Panny, Rag 


April19 Ord April 
Parsons, JAMES F nent New Bond st, Ladies’ Tailor 
h Court Pet April 19 “Ord April i9 
a, se Ceaneas, Furniture Dealer Leeds Pet 


19 
ae your yh Henny, Leeds, Artist Leeds Pet April ai 
Sanprorp, Capt, Francis, soma Strand h Court 
score are 33 Ord April & rr ~~ 
OVELL, 7. Bootma 
Salisbury Lg vad 
Sims, Gronse Vanwor,. Bayswater High Court Pet 
Srzrxens, Witu1Am Henry, Penzance, Contractor Truro 
Pet April 18 Ord A; 


Swattow, Joz Buacxsugy, New Wortley, Leeds, Hair- 
r Leeds Pet April19 Ord April 19 
Rochdale, Grocer 


Tay oz, JosErn le Pet A) 
Ord April 21 . oe we 
THROUP, ILLIAM OSEPH, Leeds, iteher Leeds 
April 20 Ord April 20 * = 


———. Wri, speeegame Birmingham 
April18 Ord A) we 
Waris, Ernest nel ro Publican High 
Co 27 Ord A) 
—ao Srerxey, Windsor Whndsoe Pet April19 Ord 
Waus, w A, Bed Sige tate Builder High Court 
Pet March 28 Ord April 19 me 
Amended notice substituted for that Tee in the 
London Gazette of April 17 : 
Morratt, Epwarp Henrsert, Blackpool, Tem 
Caterer Walsall Pet March 15 Ord April 10 
sence MEETINGS. 
Baxpsituy, Witiiam, Beswick, Manchester May 2 at 8 


Byrom st, 

Bares, Epwin, W: Electrician May 2 at 2.30 Off 
Rec, Byrom 

Brittain, Wa.TeR, Salford, Plumber May 2at3.30 Off 
Rec, Byrom st. 

Byrt, SypvNeEy, pas. — Maker May 2 at 12.45 Off 

Canz, Benxsamix Sarusiey, Yorks, Hosier May 2 at 10.80 
Off Rec, win st, Barnsley 


Ciacez, Witiiam, Wi 
May 2 at 12.30 ’ Off Ree, Baldwin st, Brist 
CockERELL, ALFRED, Southsea, Grocer 


- eel 


e ite + at 3 Off 
junc, High st, Portsmou 
vores AmeE.ia, Yatton, Somerset, 
12.15 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Sine Ss - Epwarp, and Joun Corzsy, Northampton, 
Shoe Manufacturers May 2 at 12.30 Off Rec, County 
Court bldgs, Sheep st, Northampton 
Panes, bit Bee, 80 Newcastle on oo Nemtastie ae, Clothier May 1 at 
11,30 


Hayson, cons i York, Blackamith May 1 
at 12 Figtree + 
Agent May i at 


Hopsoy, Pros. mmission 
145 Railway Hotel, B! u Festiniog 

James, Downatp, Gl , Corn Merchant May 5 at3 
Bell Hotel, @ 


KeEnpDat., Jouy, ae go Electro Plater May 4 at 
12 174, ham 


tion st, Bianing 
Lezacrort, ’Freperick RIcHARD EECHER, Handsworth, 
Solicitor May4at11 174, Corporation st, Birming- 


bam 
Luioyp, Atrrep Max. 1, Pentre,Glam, Grocer May 3 at 
12 135, High st, niles Tycfil 


Marspen, Watiace Fosrer, pd Derbys, Commercial 
Traveller May 1 at 1280 Off Rec, tal Aaa Sheffield 

Movratt, Epwarp HeErsert, Temperance 
Caterer May 2at11.30 Off Rec, 

Moore, ALrrep, Leicester, Grocer May 1 at 12.30 Off 
Kec, 1, Be a Ay Leicester 

Moore, Ernest WILLIAM ork Burwell, Cambridge, 
—. Maylati12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, 

= 

Myers. Ricuarp, Hunslet, Leeds, Grocer May 2 at 12 
Off Rec, 22 Park row, Leeds 

Fase, ote Hampstead May 2 at 12 
Bankruptcy io 

Puiprs, Samc A Lime Merchant May 2 at 
11.45 Off Rec, ‘dvin st, Bristol 

PLANK. GzorcE DELMAR, poh hey Stockbroker May 2 
at3 Off , John st, Sunderland 

Foaces, Su LLIAM JOHNSTON, sae. Grocer May 2 at 
12 


. a. st, Liverpool 
om, Grocer May 1 at 2.30 North 
Hotel, Soke, upon 
Goumeysisa, bay Corsham, Wilts, Political Agent 
May 2ati Off Rec, Bald st, Bristol 
SrerHeys, Wittran Henay, oh Contractor May 2 
at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Swatiow, Joz Biacxsugy, New wet, | Leeds, Hair- 
dresser May2atit Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Tuomas. Davin, Briton Ferry, Glam, Butcher “May 3 8 at 12 
Off Rec 31, rd, Swansea 


Tuomas, Joux Wuirrow, re Pembroke, Farmer 
May4atil Castle Hotel, Haverfordwest 
~~. Lortsca, Epira, venny, Mon May 2 at 12 
35. High st, Merthyr Ty 
Wasp Avszet Epwano, Bradford, Chemist May 1 at 11 
Off Rec, 81, Manor row, Bradf 
ranscombe 


Bat, GEorGE, 
Stafford 


hte ‘ke an raat 
Agen y st, Merth: 

Worroys, Henry Harvey, aI ony Sussex, Com- 

"aialon ant May 2 &t 2.80 Off ‘Reo, 4 vilion 
mmaDs UDICATIONS. 

B L, Joszrn Geonas, Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool 
MOP et March 12 Ord April 20 

Banpstzy, WiuL1am, Beswick, Manchester Manchester 

Pet April2 Ord April 20 


decease isa 
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BraMeB.e, Benyamin, Saiam, Contractor Portsmouth 
20 Ord Apri 


Pet A) 

Brown, GEORGE Seonae, ‘Bradford, Fruiterer Bradford 
Pet April 21. Ord April 21 

Byat, Sy. oye = Cabinet Maker Bristol Pet April 
18 

jamal a Luton Luton Pet March 
24 Ord April 21 

Davies, Davin Ricuarp, Swansea, Commercial Traveller 
Swansea Pet April18 Ord April 20 

Dittos, Jonny Micuart, Plymouth, Pawnbroker Ply- 

‘. —— oe it Ord April 20 De 

vANS, Frank Rrpovt. Mary Church, von Exeter 

Pet April 19 Ord April 19 

Brascas, Grorce. dock Wood, Kent, Grocer Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet March 14 Ord April 18 


FrerxYHouGH, AMELIA, Yatton, Somerset, Grocer Bristol 

Pet AprilS Ord April 21 

ey ee py * scaaeaaee Newcastle on Tyne 

et 

GrorcE, Tomas Wise Neath, Coal Merchant Neath 
Pet March 6 Ord April 19 

Gitt, THomas Henry, Halifax, Butcher Halifax Pet 
April18 Ord A) td 

Weoste, Antoun, ‘wet, Commission Agent Portmadoc 

J a J a Grd April 4 Grocer Tredeg: Pet April 19 

ENKINS, JOHN, ar 

Ord April 19 

Lams, Resecca, Artaur Sxaw, and Joszpx Hespey, 
a Engineers Dewsbury Pet April18 Ord April 

Lezsoy, Witt1Am, Sutton in Ashfield, Baker Nottingham 
Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

LonewortH, CHarLtes Hersert, Man Estate 

ester Pet April2 Ord April a1 
ot vr James, Derby, Coppersmith Derby 
e 

Mitts, Henry Soeenee, Casa, Navigation Tutor] jCardiff 
Pet April19 Ord April 1 = 

ee Blackpool, a Preston Pet April 3 

Myers, | al ee, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet 
April 19 Ord April 19 

Overton, BracEwELt, Nelson, Ison, Lancs, Warp Dresser 
Burnley Pet April 20 = A 20 

Parry, Epwarp, eeper Portmadoe Pet 

9 Ord April 9 

Parsons, JAMES oe, New Bond oe * eed Tailor 
High Court Pet A 19 o ee 

Paiturrs, WALTER, Peadenbst High Court Pet 

March 14 Ord April 20 
Rupr a ORTH, JOHN, ty Henry Rippiesworts, de 
n Makers Wi Pet April2 Ord April 19 

Roz, Chaseace Henry, 8, ist Leeds Pet April 21 
Ord April 21 

Rowsett, ArTHuR Foaue, Yeovil, Accountant Yeovil 
Pet April 10 Ord April 19 

Sart, Grorce, Longton, Grocer Stoke upon Trent Pet 
March13 Ord April 20 

Rcovett, Ricnarp, Fordingbridge, Hants, Bootmaker 
Salisbury Pet April21 Ord April.21 

Srepnens, Wittram Henry. eens Contrastor Truro 
Pet April18 Ord April 18 

Susans, GeorcE, Prittlewell, eee Builder Chelmsford 
Pet April 12 Ord April 19 

Swattow, Jor Biacksury, New Wortley, Leeds, Hair- 
di Pet <q 19 Ord April 19 


resser 

TAYLor, Joeene, Rochdale, Grocer Rochdale Pet April 
21 April 21 

Gamma Wittiam Henry, Liscard, Chester, Produce 
Broker Liverpool Pet March 22 Ord April 20 

Troup, WILLIAM eo Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet 
April 20 Ord April 20 

Waker, Wituiam CHARLEs, a st, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Feb7 Ord April 1 

Warver, Jonny; Newland, Wineukes, Labourer Worcester 
Pet March 22 Ord April 4 

Waseem. Srernen, Windsor Windsor Pet April19 Ord 
P 


— _ —s = — a 


i R. CUTHBERT SPURLING, M.A., 

_B.C.L. (Oxford), First Class Honours, late Scholar 

Church, Editor of the 11th Edition of “ Smith’s 

Manual of Common ss omiome to PREPARE for 

the Bar and all University La tions. 

; = seen. 5 May, 1500 15 a wu id Ley -. 

—— 1899—A pupil gain e egree at 0} 

Address, 11, femal Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 











Me BERTRAM JACOBS, LL. B. (Lond. ), 
of 61, Fore-street, E.C., First in Honours Juris- 
prudence and. Roman Law, First i in Honours Common Law 
and Equity, Honoursman Solicitors’ Final, Exhibitioner 
set University Law Scholar, Coaches for all Law Exam- 
nations. 


QOLIcrToRs cocasionally Requizing g Assist- 
ance in times of pressure are invited to Communicate 
with a young but yn se London poe. capable of 
Drafting, P ents.—App y to 
lane, W.C." “ Solicitors’ ory’ Journal” Office, ” Office, 27, Chancery- 





wax ANTED, Clerkship ; = ears’ experience 
High Court yr —B8., “ Solicitors’ Journal” 
Office, or, Chencory-lane, W 





EASEHOLD GROUND-RENT of £67 


annum for’ seven 
ears; for Sale by Auction by order of Executors, Tuesday, 

ts. culars of Messrs. Youna & Sons, Solicitors, 
29, Mark-lane, E.C.; and of Harman Bros. Auctioneers, 
76, Aldermanbury, “Guildhall, E.O. 








rr et of SHEFFIELD.—The Corporation 
Sheffield are Accept Loans on Mort- 


as fares sopt? Cree A 
age < or Depaait.—For 1Ty ACCOUNTANT AND 
eee ere MORTGAGEES, and Others. 
—M. Sov 8 40, Ladbroke-grove, London, is always 

to Purchase every of Pro- 





TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
under the Act and privately. 


For Gentlemen, 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
F. 8. D. HOGG, 
Medical Superintendent. 





, in any state of re or ition as London, or 
pe may rata of repay of position in 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL niysvnance company 
touarep, FIRE, 
Established 1808. 


1, Ola a Pe 8.W., and 47, 


Subscribed £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Pe Sa vapao £1,500,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, General Manager. 
ESTABLISHED 1782. 


PHG@NIX FIRE OFFICE, 
19, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London. 


Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
Francis B. Macpona.p, Secretary. 


PATENTS and TRADE-MARKS. 


W. P. THOMPSON & CO., 
322, High Holborn, W.C. 

(and at Liverroot, Mancuestes, and Braminenam), 
LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 
vineial and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
PATENT matters. 

Representatives in all Capitals. 
ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.I.M.E., 

M.S8.A., Patent Agent (late of H.M. Patent Offices 


Ch: -lane, London, W.C. Patent ob- 
tal tained and "Registration ‘elfected in all parts of the 


Wont. Oppositions conducted. Opinions end Searches 
as to novelty. 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
Baker-street Station.—PORTRAIT MODEL of BIR 
ALFRED MILNER ER, High Commissioner of South 
PRESIDENT KRUG LORD SALISBURY; the 
Right Hon Hon. Mr. J. GHAMBERLAIN ; CAPTAIN 


Mr. J.J. SARLING, o— of the Australian Team of 
GRAND HISTORICAL TABLEAUX, REPRESENTING 
IMPORTANT EVENTS in ENGLISH HISTOR 
VISCOUNT HINT ON and his ORIGINAL PANO 
Music. Orchestral Performances. Organ Recitals. 


— uartette. 
Admission, 1s.; Chil under 12, 6d. Extra Rooms, 6d. 























LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STREET. 


ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 
to direct es ——- of Bes ession 


tages of upwards of 
to the brag . A AE, mn of all pr po Seuuea notices, 
&c., and hereby Denies their continued support.—N.B. 


Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to Creditors and Dis- 
tions f Partnershi) with necessary Declaration. 
= ficial stam for advertisements and file of ‘* London 


ps 
er kept. By appoin 


FAALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PARLIAMENTARY Butts, Minutes or Evipsenor, Booxs oF 
Rererence, STATEMENTS OF Cuaim, Answers, &c., &c. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 

And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing. 








of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
vane and WHEKLY REPORTER. 


27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.c, / 





INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 





M.B.C.P. — sig :H. M. RILEY, = =e 
of e years’ Excellent 
and Medical References. For terms and particulars 

ly Miss RILEY, or the 
INEBRIETY. 
HOME FOR LADIES. 
(Under the 1879 Act or privately.) 


J. M. HOBSON can reosive a few Ladies under his 
mt Home life, with every facility for con- 
andl semention. 


Fenial work and 
Address : 
Glendalough, Morland Road, Croydon. 
TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS. 
HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 


ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 


For Gentlemen under the Acts and ES. 
2} to 5 Guineas. > Se orkshop, &c, 
se ‘ 4B HEALS, 1B. BS. 


Telegrams—“ Neale, Highshot, T 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898. 


BY AUTHORITY. 








the above Acts supplied on the 
Bvery requisite under 





_. tte SOURS and CURED Sas & aut Ce Ree 
“MEM RAND. ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
aedily y “yy form for yy 
Sstribu SHARE C CATES, D 
CHEQUES, &c., engraved and ted. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and and executed. Bet for Sketches. 


Solicitors’ 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 


ESTABLISHED 1861 
BIRKBECK BANK, 
, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 

CURRENT ACCOUNTS. 

onthe minimum monthly balances, 2° 
2° lo. When not drawn below £100. [o 

DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 


28 om wep suanen oF 


Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
The BIRKBE 3K ALMANAOK, with full particulars, 


hil Ai 





Post-free. FRANCIS ensipanenren: Manager, 
Telephone No. 5 eens 7 i aalt 





EDE AND SON, 


To Ba is 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’s COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LA NB, 


Law Wi 





LQLICN 


’ 











THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


April 28, r9n0. 








PARTRIDGE & COOPER'S 


PENS FOR SOLICITORS. 





THE “CHANCERY.” 
P ice 2/3 per gross. 


THE “LAW PEN.” 
Price 2/- per gross. 


THE “TEMPLE” 
Price 2/- per gross, 


BAYLISS. JO 
WOLVE 


Sample Box, containing 2 doz., post-free, 7d. 
Samp!e Box, containing 2 doz., post- free, 7d. 





ROYAL COURTS STATI (NERY WAREHOUSE, 
191 & 192, Fleet-street ; 1&2, Chancery-lane, London, EC. 


Vig SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 

Regent’s Park, are now OPEN DAILY (except | 
Gander) from 9 a.m. until sunset. Admission 1s. Mon- 

~~ re a a a Among the recent additions 


BRAND & CO’S | 
SPECIALTIES | 
For INVALIDS. 
Prepared oon tinest ENGLISH MEATS 
ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Of all Chemists and Grocers. 


& CO., LTD., pAyeArS, Ww. 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, L 








& MAYFAIR | | 


aon, 6.W. 





THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


EPP S'S 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


BREAKFAST—SUPPER. 


ACCIDENTS OF ALL HINDS, 


RAILWAY ACCIDENTS, EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, insured 
against, and FIDELITY BONDS granted by the 


RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE CoO, 


Established 1849. Claims paid £4,150,000. 


'S. FISHER, 188, Strand. 


JOHN GERMAN, SON, & BEVEN, 


| LAND AGENTS, SURVEYORS & AUCTION&GERS, 
59 and 60, CHANCERY LANE, W.C., 
AND AT 
AsHBy-pE-La-ZoucH, LEICESTERSHISE 
CuanTiey, STAFFORDSHIRE. 
Wiiestey, Dersysnire. 
Kivasrox, Norrs. 
NewMankxet, Surro.k. 
Telegraphic Address, “ Cogitate, London.” 











MESSRS. STIMSON & SONS, 


Land, 
8, MOORGATE STREET, BANE, &.C., 
aND 
2, NEW KENT ROAD, 8.5. 
(Opposite the Elephant and Castle). 


AAO oxen SALES are held at the Mart, 
po ny ee City, nearly “aed Thursday, 
as occasion may 
anSTIMSON Py SONS a LETTINGS 
of Ms PRIVATE fee a Mey Burveys, Negotiation 
the A ant of Compensation and 
Gime, ‘4 4 by yee of Furnitureand Stock, Collection 
01 
Separate Lists of £ Pope, Ground Rents for Sale, and 
to be Let, are issued on the Ist of 
afm ac - 
8 
Telegrathie addrens. * Sertebo, 


J. A. & W. THARP, Auctioneers, Sur- 
e veyors, and gti Agents, 9, vowe_ 7 Folgate, 
E., and Leytonstone, Essex. sglans 


No.1 170 (Avenue). 
PERIODICAL SALES of FREEHOLD and LEASE- 
HOLD PROPERTIES, STOCKS, SHARES, and DEBEN- 
RES, held at = er RENTS collected 
managed in all parts of lentes acd ‘Suburbs. 


ing ir 


Rochas charge Tor insertion. 





Inclusive terms on 








AUCTION SALES. 


RS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS 

take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and include 

every description of House Property. Printed terms can 

be had on application at their Offices. Messrs. Field & 

Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give special 

attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. Offices, 
54, Borough Uigh-street, and 52, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


'ULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.C. 
Established 1807. 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 
or 
MILLS AND MANUFACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY, 

WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 

Telegraphic Ad@ress—* Foitixs, Horsey, Loypon.” 
Telephone 





No. 746 Avenue. 





MORTGAGES 
ON MANSIONS AND FLATS. 
Sums awaiting Investment, also on Freehold and 
Farms. Good 


GIBSON’S AUCTION AND ESTATE OFFICE. 
22, Kina-srazer, * Jauss’, Lonvox, 8.W. (Telephone 


5527 brag E Heerrorpsare Orrioczs, St. ALsans 
(Telephone No. 4) ; and Hazpsnpex. 


M BS88s. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUEBRS, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
6, IRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, &.C., 


308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W., and 
17, WESTERN ROAD, BRIGHTON. (Established 1773.) 


ESSRS. H. GROGAN & OO., 101, Park- 


street, Grosvenor-equare, beg to call the attention of 
ntending Purchasers to the many attractive West-Hnd 














e424, Cornhill, London. A. VIAN, Secretary. 


Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. 








PROBATE [E VALUATI 
igh 


1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CONATEE E.C., and 17 & 18, 





The Members of the LEGAL PROFESSION 
are respectfully requested to kindly Recom- 
mend our Fiem te Executors and others 
requiring Valuations. 


LONDON, W. 
ESTABLISHED 1772. 





(1(ONS) 
& SON 


— 


PICCADILLY, 








